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Current Topics. 


The Land Transfer Commission. 


THE EXAMINATION of fresh witnesses before the Land Transfer 
Commission ended on the 14th inst. with the evidence of Mr. 
W. V. Dixon, deputy clerk of the peace, and clerk of the West 
Riding County Council. It is to be observed that the circular 
issued by the Commission inviting evidence from the public 
appears to have failed to produce any witnesses. The Commis- 
sion are now allowing Mr. BRICKDALE to reply to, and attempt 
to confute, the evidence given against the system of compulsory 
land transfer ; that is, to have the last word. After he had com- 
menced his review of the objections, the Commission adjourned 
for a fortnight. 


The Execution of Senor Ferrer. 


INDIGNANT PROTESTS in France, Italy, and London against the 
execution of Senor FERRER at Barcelona were accompanied in 
Paris by serious riots, the death by violence of one police officer, 
and serious injury to others. In the words of one of the leeding 
French newspapers, the crowd shewed its respect for human life 
by vigorous attempts to murder the police. In Italy the 
demonstration took the form of an attempt to set fire to the 
ancient cathedral of Pisa. We have little doubt that many 
of those who took part in these riots formed part of the dregs 
of the population, prepared to welcome any pretext for 
lawless violence. But many persons of a very different description 
have in the public press expressed their regret that the 
unfortunate prisoner was tried by a court-martial which refused 
to hear the witnesses called by the defence. It is stated, in 
answer to these complaints, that no witnesses were called by Senor 
FERRER during the preliminary proceedings ; that he, in fact, 
reserved his defence, and that, according to the course of military 
procedure in Spain, no witnesses can be heard at the trial unless 
they attend during the preparation of the case. This excuse 
does not seem to be easily credible, but as the whole proceeding 
is to be fully discussed betore the Chamber of Deputies or Cortes, 
the criticisms by foreigners of the sentence of the Spanish court 
might, we think, be suspended until this discussion has taken 
place. 


The Longevity of London Firms of Solicitors. 


THERE 1S an interesting statement in the obituary of the 
late Mr. A. A. COLLYER-BRistow, which we = elsewhere, 
relative to the long pedigree of his firm. t appears that 
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in the partnership were Messrs. Coverdale & Lee, and that 
these two names remained in the style of the firm until after 1856, 
when the late Mr. CouLyER-BrRisTOW joined it, and that there has 
since been an unbroken succession of new partners from time to 
time down to the present time, when the firm name has become 
quintuple. We have heard that the late veteran conveyancer, 
Mr. Burrows, used to rather plume himself on still acting for 
the children, grandchildren, and successors in business of his early 
clients ; it would be interesting to know for how many gener- 
ations of lay clients the ancient firm referred to above have 
acted. It would also be of general interest to ascertain how many 
‘London firms of solicitors can boast of an unbroken succession of 
partners extending over some 160 years. Our recorder, the late 
Mr. F. K. MuntTON, would have delighted to gather the inform- 
ation, but he is gone and there seems to be no one to take up his 
work in connection with these matters. 


The late Lord Justice Fitzgibbon. 

Lorp Justice FitzGiBBon, who died on the 14th inst., had, 
we believe, the rare distinction of not only being by universal 
admission a sound lawyer, a man of singularly clear head, 
and therefore a thoroughly efficient judge, but of being a 
public man without an enemy—even in Ireland. As the Lord 
Chief Justice said, on hearing of his death, “those who differed 
from him recognized his unswerving rectitude, his unfailing 
fairness, and charming personality ; and all who knew him will 
never forget his charm of manner.” His untiring industry in 
fulfilling his judicial duties was well known ; but what was less 
known was the mode in which, both at the bar and on the bench, 
he managed, in the course of heavy and pressing work, to keep 
his faculties fresh. The Times in its notice of his death has very. 
appropriately called attention to the evidence he gave before 
the Commission on Intermediate Education with reference to 
“Cramming.” That, he said, was “the giving of a superficial 
knowledge quickly for use of a temporary kind.” ‘“ All through 
life,” he added, “we have to cram, and it is a faculty that we 
have to cultivate. We used to cram our briefs, and be very glad 
to get rid of them when the cases were over. The Chief Baron 
and I have spent a good deal of our lives in cramming, between 
8 o’clock in the evening and some unknown hour in the morning, 


’ facts that we got rid of next day, and if we had retained them it 


would have incapacitated us for anything else. The power of 
discharging one’s mind of knowledge hastily acquired for a 
particular purpose is as essential to the carrying on of the business 
of a hard-working lawyer as the power of assimilating facts 
quickly when he wants them. I can assure you that within 
twenty-four hours after knowing a case from beginning to end 
and every authority connected with it I would not be able to 
remember even the name of it.” That is a lesson which every 
busy lawyer does not learn, and a good many of the breakdowns 
we hear of are due to its neglect. 


Keeping Alive Speciaity Debts. 

WE ATTEMPTED recently (ante, p. 835), in commenting on the 
decision of the Court of Appeal in Reed v. Price (1909, 2 K. B. 
724), to summarize the law as to the effect of acknowledgment 
and payment by one obligor or debtor in keeping alive the 
debt against a co-obligor or co-debtor; and we questioned 
whether, when the effect of payment is confined to the single co- 
obligor or co-debtor making it, and of acknowledgment to the 
single co.debtor making it, there could be any reason for allowing 
a different result to follow—as it was held that it did in Reed v. 
Price—from acknowledgment by a co-obligor. A correspondent, 
whose letter we print elsewhere, doubts the accuracy of our 
summary, and says that the effect of payment is confined by 
section 14 of the Mercantile Law Amendment Act, 1856, to the 
single debtor paying, and not to the single obligor ; and that, 
consequently, as between co-obligors both acknowledgment and 
payment by one keep the specialty debt alive against the others. 
We think, however, that a further reference to section 14 of the 
Act of 1856 will shew that we are right—i.c., as to specialty 
debts merely as distinguished from specialty debts charged on 
land. Reed v. Price was concerned with the former, and our 
remarks, as appears from the last sentence, were intended to be 





so confined. The saction in question expressly refers to section 3 
of the Civil Procedure Act, 1833, which bars specialty debts, 
and provides that, for the purpose of that bar, one co-debtor 
shall not lose the benefit of the bar by reason only of payment 
by another co-debtor. Here “co-debtor” is used to include co- 
obligor, and this was recognized by FARWELL, L.J., in Re Lacey 
(1907, 1 Ch., p. 349). Ltoddamv. Morley (1 De G. & J. 1), as he 
ointed out, was decided on the law prior to the Act of 1856. 
But the Real Property Limitation Act, 1874, made havoc of the 
Act of 1856. It repeated for specialty debts charged on land 
the provisions of the Civil Procedure Act, 1833, with a shortening 
of the period of limitation from twenty to twelve years, but the 
draftsman forgot to incorporate section 14 of the Act of 1856. 
The result is that, where a specialty debt is charged on land, 
payment by a co-obligor is effectual to keep the debt alive 
against the other obligors. That was the decision in Le Lucey. 
Where the debt is not charged on land, then, it seems to us, 
the payment does not have this effect. It is, of course, absurd 
that these subtle and meaningless distinctions should exist. 


Protectorates and the Foreign Jurisdiction Acts. 


WE HAVE, on more than one occasion, in these columns drawn 
attention to the difficulty and importance of the question 
whether the African “ Protectorates” are or are not to be con- 
sidered as parts of the dominions of the British Crown. This 
question was raised in 1896 on the occasion of the trial at bar 
of Dr. JAMESON for an offence under the Foreign Enlistment 
Acts. It was then held by the Queen’s Bench Division that it 
was a question for the jury whether the place where the offence 
was alleged to have been committed (it being admittedly within 
a “ protectorate”) was a place where the Queen did in fact 
exercise sovereign rights and dominion. Since 1896 no similar 
question seems to have come before the courts. But, as reported 
in the Zimes of October 20th, the question has now been raised 
again, and there seems to be some chance of a judicial decision 
being given as to whether the protectorate of Bechuanaland s 
or is not part of the British dominions. In Zx parte Sekgome a 
rule nisi has been applied for and granted by the King’s Bench 
Division for a writ of habeas corpus in respect of the detention 
of a native chief named SEKGOME. It was stated that the local 
eourt in Griqualand had refused jurisdiction on the ground that 
the applicant was being detained by order of the Imperial 
Government. The Habeas Corpus Act of i862 (25 Vict. ¢. 20), 
section 1, enacts that “no writ of haleas corpus shall issue out of 
England, by authority of any judge or court of justice therein, 
into any colony or foreign dominion of the Crown” where there 
are established competent courts. If, therefore, the rule is made 
absolute, this will mean that Bechuanaland is not a “colony or 
foreign dominion of the Crown,” seeing that there are local courts 
apparently competent (in the ordinary sense) to deal with such 
applications. The argument on the hearing of the application 
to make the rule absolute will be awaited with interest. It 
may be noted that Lord ALVERSTONE, who specially drew atten- 
tion to the difficulty raised by the Habeas Corpus Act of 1862, 
was himself Attorney-General in 1896 and appeared for the 
Crown on the Jameson trial. 


Restrictive Covenants. 

WE PRINT elsewhere an interesting letter in reference to the 
recent decision in feid v. Bickerstaff (1909, 2 Ch. 305), on which 
we commented recently (an/e, p. 836). The importance of that 
case lies in the fact, not that it decides anything new, but that 
it clearly discriminates between the various circumstances under 
which the benefit of a covenant will run with land. There are 
the three cases (1) of purchasers under a common building 
scheme, (2) of the benefit of the covenant passing by express 
assignment, (3) of the benefit of the covenant passing without 
express mention on the mere conveyance of the land. In the 
first case the existence of the common building scheme is a 
matter to be made out by extrinsic evidence. This evidence, it 
was said in Reid v. Bickerstaff (supra), must shew a defined area and 
defined obligations affecting that area. When the fact of the 
building scheme is established, then it is presumed that the 
reciprocal rights and liabilities were intended to be attached to 
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each plot of land, and the covenants accordingly are annexed to, 
and go with, the land. When there is an express assignment of 
tke benefit of a covenant on the sale of the land, then there is 
no occasion for presumption or inference from surrounding cir- 
cumstances. Our correspondent’s criticisms deal with the third 
case, in which the benefit of the covenant has been annexed to a 
piece of land, and, consequently, passes without express mention 
on the sale of it. How is this annexation to be established? In 
Reid v. Bickerstaff CozeNs-Harpy, M.R., said that the purchaser 
would not get the benefit of the covenant in consequence of such 
annexation unless it was originally “expressed to be for the 
benefit of the particular parcel purchased” by him. This 
does not mean that the particular parcel must have been 
separately mentioned. It is enough that it is included in a 
larger piece of land to which the benefit of the covenant 
was annexed. Thus in Rogers v. Hosegood (1900, 2 Ch. 388) the 
covenant was entered into with the vendors, their heirs and 
assigns, or others claiming under them, to all or any of the 
adjoining lands. These words expressly annexed the benefit of 
the covenant to all the vendors’ adjoining lands, and it was 
decided in Rogers v. Hosegood that the benefit passed without 
express mention on a subsequent conveyance of part of these lands. 
But our correspondent contends that it is not essential that the 
eovenant should be expressed in the deed of covenant to be for 
the benefit of the particular land. It is sufficient if it can be 
shewn by parol evidence that it was entered into for the benefit 
of that land. And the passage to which he refers from the judg- 
ment of the Court of Appeal delivered by CoLins, L.J., in Rogers 
v. Hosegood (supra) strongly supports this view. That learned 
judge contempiated that evidence of the circumstances attending 
the deed might be given to annex the benefit of the covenant to 
particular land, and also, where it was not originally so annexed, 
evidence might be given that it was intended to be annexed 
on a subsequent sale. The evidence, it may be observed, is given, 
not for the purpose of construing a written document, but for 
the purpose of shewing what isthe property purchased—i.c., 
whether it is land with or without the benefit of a particular 
covenant. In the case of building schemes covenants are made 
to run with the land on the strength of such evidence, and it 
does not appear why it should not equally be admissible in respect 
of a particular plot of land. Our correspondent appears to have 
made out his contention that in Reid v. Bickerstaff (supra) the 
doctrine on this point is stated more narrowly than is warranted 
by Roger v. Hosegood (supra) 


The Invalidity under the Australian Constitution 
of Legislation Discriminating between Pro- 
ducts of Different States. 

Tue HicH Court of Australia has recently given a decision 
(Fox v. Robbins, 8 C. L. R. 115) which will be read with interest 
by the students of constitutional law. The respondent was charged 
before a magistrate with a breach of section 39 of the Wines, Beer 
and Spirit Sale Act, 1880 (Western Australia), in that, not being 
the holder of a licence authorizing the sale of wines not the 
product of fruit grown in the State of Western Australia, he 
sold liquor—namely, wine—not being such a product. The wine 
sold was the product of fruit grown in the State of Victoria. 
The Act of 1880 authorizes the issue of several different licences 
for the sale of liquor for which different fees are required to be paid. 
At the date of the prosecution the fee prescribed for a licence 
authorizing the sale of wine the product of fruit grown in 
Western Australia was £2, while the fee for the only licence 
under which wine made from fruit grown in any other part of 
Australia could be sold was £50. Section 39 prohibits, under a 
penalty, the sale of any liquor without a licence. The 
respondent objected that, although discrimination between the 
conditions upon which wine the product of Western Australian 
fruit and wine the product of fruit grown in other States was 
permissible before the establishment of the Commonwealth, 
any such discrimination after that period was unlawful, 
and he relied on the provisions of section 92 of the 
Constitution, which provides that “On the imposition of 
uniform duties of customs, trade,- commerce and intercourse 
among the States, whether by means of internal carriage or ocean 


charge was rightly dismissed by the magistrate, inasmuch as 
the Constitution did not authorize a discrimination between 
imported intoxicating liquors and those produced in the State, 
adverse to the former. Section 92 would be quite illusory if a 
State could impose disabilities upon the sale of the products of 
other States which are not imposed upon the sale of home 
products. This decision is in accordance with the rule laid 
down by the American courts. The American Constitution does 
not contain any express provision to the effect of section 92, but 
the courts have held that if a similar discrimination were 
valid, the object for which the power to control trade and 
commerce between the States was vested in Congress would he 
defeated. This is illustrated by Welton v. State of Missouri (91 
U.S. 275), where the court said that in any other view imposts 
operating as an absolute exclusion of the goods would be possible, 
and all the evils of discriminating State legislation, favourable to 
the interests of one State and injurious to the interests of other 
States and countries, which existed previous to the adoption of 
the Constitution, might follow. 


The New Civil Code for Switzerland. 


THE ADOPTION of a civil code for the whole of Switzerland 
will be regarded with interest by the large number of English- 
men, including members of the legal profession, who have been 
accustomed to make annual visits to that interesting country. The 
code was adopted on the 10th of December, 1907, though it does 
not become operative until the Ist of January, 1912. When this 
code comes into force Switzerland will possess a uniform code of 
civil law. Among the more important provisions are those 
relating to the law of husband and wife, and to the relation 
between parents and children. In favourable contrast, as we 
think, to the law of England, the age at which marriage is made 
legal is fixed at twenty years for a man and eighteen years for 
a woman. The married woman retains all her legal capacities, 
and can sue or be.sued. She enjoys equal rights with her hus- 
band over the care and education of the children. She may 
carry on a business of her own without her husband’s consent. 
Husband and wife may regulate their property as they please by 
a marriage settlement, and if no marriage settlement is agreed 
to, the wife remains the owner of her property. The husband, 
however, acquires a right to use and to administer his wile’s 
property, subject to the right of the wife to reserve to herself a 
separate portion over which the husband exercises no legal con- 
trol. A wife can also demand that her property be restored to 
her free control as soon as it is endangered by the acts of her 
husband. With regard to the relation between parents and 
children, the adoption of children is permitted subject to regula- 
tions which are carefully framed. With regard to illegitimate 
children, the code provides that both the mother and the 
guardian of an illegitimate child can bring an action to determine 
paternity against a male parent out of wedlock. ‘This action is 
to obtain damages for the mother and maintenance for the child. 
If the male parent has promised marriage to the mother, or if 
the child is voluntarily recognized by the father, the child is 
given the family name of the father. Similarly, the child acquires 
a limited right of inheritance against his father and the relatives 
of the father. As regards ownership of land, the only means of 
transfer are by an entry in the land register. The land mene 
is so arranged that every plot is given its own leaf in the book, 
and on the leaf are entered all the rights with which the land in 
question is burdened, or which belong to its owner. The pro- 
visions with regard to the law of mortgage are elaborate, but 
cannot in the space at our disposal be described at length. 


Detention of Lodger’s Goods by Keeper of 








navigation, shall be absolutely free.” The court held that the 


Boarding-house. 
THE DISTINCTION between the rights and liabilities of a 
lodging or boarding-house keeper and those of an innkeeper has 
been explained in the decisions of eminent judges, but an im- 
pression appears to prevail among many boarding-house keepers 
that they are entitled to detain the goods of their boarders as 
security for the amount due from them. In a case just decided 
by Mr. ForpHaM, the police magistrate, the defendant, who kept 
a boarding-house, was summoned for detaining a trunk containing 
wearing apparel belonging to the complainant, who had been 
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staying in the house as a “paying guest,” paying £2 2s. a week 
for partial board and residence. The complainant, after some 
days had elapsed, desired to leave, and tendered £2 2s., but the 
defendant demanded £8 8s., saying that he had made it a rule 
never to receive a paying guest for less that one month, and 
detained the trunk in assertion of a supposed right of lien. The 
decision of the magistrate, that the defendant might possibly 
enforce his claim for £8 8s. in the county court, but that he had 
no right to detain the trunk, was undoubtedly correct, The 
lodging-house keeper has not the liability of an innkeeper for 
the safe custody of his lodger’s goods, and such liability is co- 
extensive with the right of lien. 


Exposure to Public of Children Suffering from 
Infectious Disease. 

A cASE which recently came before a court of summary 
jurisdiction was a good illustration of the progress of the law for 
the arrest and control of infectious diseases. The mother of two 
children who had suffered from chicken-pox was summoned, 
under section 126 of the Public Health Act, 1875, for exposing 
them without proper precaution against spreading the disorder, 
whereby it spread to other children ; and being convicted, she was 
ordered to pay a penalty as prescribed by the section. The im- 
portance of isolating all those who suffer from any disease which 
directly or indirectly can spread from one person to another was 
recognized at an early period of the history of this country, and 
in Rex v. Vantandillo (4 M. & S. 73) it was held that a person 
might be indicted for unlawfully and injuriously carrying a child 
infected with the small-pox along a public highway in which 
persons are passing and near to the habitation of the King’s 
subjects, but the cumbrous procedure by indictment was no 
effectual remedy for such misdemeanours, and the prevalence of 
disorders like whooping-cough and measles among young children 
is no doubt largely due to the failure of their guardians to limit 
the opportunities of infection. The section is, therefore, an 
important agent in the progress of preventive medicine, 


Deaf and Dumb Counsel. 


NOTWITHSTANDING THE difficulties consequent on his increasing 
deafness, the late Mr. W. F. Puinpotrs, whose death we notice 
elsewhere, was, until quite a short time prior to his retirement 
from practice, a familiar figure in the Chancery courts, where 
he generally managed, by means of an ear-trumpet, to keep 
sufficiently in touch with the hearing of a case. On one occasion, 
however, before Bacon, V.C., he brought into court, in addition 
to his trumpet, a junior counsel io take a note for him; and, 
whenever the Vice-Chancellor asked a question, the junior care- 
fully wrote it down, and shewed the paper to Mr. PHILPoTTs, 
who in due course furnished the answer. This method of 
procedure by an interpreter naturally delayed considerably the 
hearing of the case, and involved, on the part of the court, some- 
what long pauses for the desired reply. Eventually the patience 
of the Vice-Chancellor was exhausted, and he solemnly observed, 
“In this case I gather that two learned counsel appear for the 
plaintiff ; one seems to be deaf, the other to be dumb. I should 
be glad to know to which of them I am to have the pleasure of 
addressing my remarks for the future”; and Mr. PHiLpotts had 
thereafter to do the best he could with his trumpet alone. 








The Doctrine of Election. 


IN various branches of the law the rights of parties depend upon 
their own choice, but the doctrine of election is understood 
specially to apply where a donee of property under a will or 
instrument inier vivos finds that the donor has purported also to 
dispose of property which is not his but belongs to the donee ; 
and then, according to the accepted doctrine, the donee is put to 
his election whether he will accept the gift, in which case he 
must abandon his own property ; or whether he will keep his 
own property in spite of the will or other instrument, in which 
case he does not forfeit altogether his interest under the will, 
but only so much as is the equivalent of his own property. The 
doctrine in this form has frequently been stated—see, for 





example, Rancliffe v. Parkyns (6 Dow., p. 179, per Lord Expon, 
C.), Re Chesham (31 Ch. D., p. 473)——but it has not been settled 
without considerable doubt prevailing as to its true basis. 

In Noys v. Mordawnt (2 Vern. 581), the earliest case usually 
referred to on the subject, the doctrine is rested upon an implied 
condition in the will that the donee whose property is disposed 
of shall abandon it; if he does not comply with this condition, 
then he cannot take the benefit which the testator offered as the 
price. Putin this form, the doctrine assumes that the testator 
knew that the property was not his own to dispose of, but that 
of the donee, and that he intended to put the donee to his 
election ; and, though Noys v. Mordaunt was not always treated 
on this footing, it was sometimes required that the testator 
should have knowledge of his own want of title. “It should 
appear that he knew that he had no right to dispose of the 
lands ; and yet that knowing it, he takes upon himself to dispose 
of them: Forrester v. Cotton (1 Eden. p. 535, per HENLEY, Lord 
Keeper). On the other hand, it was at an equally early period 
assumed that the authority of Noys v. Mordaunt covered 
the case where the testator believed himself to be owner of the 
estate in question, and the doctrine was placed upon the ground 
that the court would not suffer the donee to have both estates 
by claiming in contradiction to tbe will in another part: Kirk- 
ham v. Smith (1 Ves. sen., p. 260, per Lord Harpwickeg, C.). 
Against this view it was urged that if the will was founded on 
a mistake, it was impossible to suppose that the testator 
intended to put the donee to his election, and that, in the absence 
of knowledge of what the testator would have done if he had 
been correctly informed, the court should not interfere. But it 
was finally settled that the court would not inquire into the 
knowledge of the testator, and that the doctrine of election 
applied equally whether the testator knew or did not know that 
he was purporting to dispose of property which did not belong to 
him: Whistler v. Webster (2 Ves. jun., p. 371, per ARDEN, M.R.) ; 
Thellusson v. Woodford (13 Ves., p. 221). Accordingly the doctrine 
of election, as now understood, is not based upon the intention 
of the testator that the donee shall give up property of his own ; 
that is, the testator need not intend to put him to his election. 
The doctrine is based on the principle that, whatever the testator 
knew or did not know of the title to the property, or of the 
extent of his own power over it, the donee must, if he accepts 
any benefit under the will, carry out the will in its entirety ; Bir- 
mingham v. Kirwan (2 Sch. & Lef. 444); Codrington v. Lindsay 
(8 Ch., p. 587). 

Next to the question of the relevancy of the knowledge of the 
testator, the most important point arising on the present doc- 
trine is whether the donee who refuses to comply with the will 
sball be held to forfeit altogether the benefits which it confers 
upon him, or whether he sball only make compensation out of 
them to the disappointed beneficiary. Primé facie forfeiture 
would seem to be the proper course; a beneficiary who will 
not carry out the will in its entirety might be told that he 
should take nothing under it ; on the other hand, the purposes 
of the will are in fact answered if the beseficiary who elects to 
keep his own property is only required to make compensation to 
the value of that property out of the benefits conferred upon 
him by the will to the person who is disappointed by his elec- 
tion. For a long time the Court of Chancery hesitated between 
these two views—forfeiture and compensation—and in Green v. 
Green (2 Mer. 86) Lord ELDON treated the question as unsettled 
and found it unnecessary to decide it. A few years later in 
Tibbits v. Tibbits (Jac. 317) he said that the old principle of the 
court was compensation, but that it had been shaken by later 
decisions. A clear decision, however, in favour of compensation 
was given by PLUMER, M.R., in Gretton v. Haward (1 Swanst. 
409); upon the ground that the doctrine of dorfeiture would 

0 too far ; it would not only punish the refractory donee need- 
essly, but, if the utmost the court could do was to exclude him 
from the will, it would leave the benefits intended for him to 
devolve as upon an intestacy. But the court, it was held, goes 
further than merely refusing to the refractory donee the benefits 
of the will; it lays hold of these benefits as a fund for compen- 
sating the disappointed legatee, and when this has been effected 





it hands back the surplus to the refractory donee. This is put 
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clearly in the learned. reporter’s note, which has ever since been 
accepted as a correct statement of the law :—“ (1) In the event 
of election to take against the instrument, courts of equity assume 
jurisdiction to sequester the benefit intended for tbe refractory 
donee, in order to secure compensation to those whom his election 
disappoints ; (2) the surplus after compensation does not de- 
volve as undisposed of, but is restored to the donee, the purpose 
— Satisfied for which alone the court controlled his legal 
right.’ 

From the two principles, that the donee must carry out the 
intention of the testator with regard to the entire disposition of 
property contained in the will, without regard to the knowledge of 
the testator as to his title ; and that on failure to carry out this 
intention the donee will not be punished by forfeiture, but must 
make compensation, flow other rules as to the doctrine of election. 
Thus the presumption is that a testator intends to deal only with 
his own property, and anyone who says that he has purported to 
dispose of another person’s property must shew a clear intention 
on his part to doso. To raise a case of election a clear intention 
on the part of the tes‘ator to give that which is not his property 
is always required : Dashwood v. Peyton (18 Ves., p. 41), Léancliffe 
v. Parkyn (supra), Wintour v. Clifton (8 D. M. & G., p. 650) ; 
that is, not an intention to give specific property knowing it to 
be another’s, hit an intention to give that specific property. 
Statements of the rale must, of course, always be read with this 
qualification. And since the principle of election is compensation, 
it follows that there is no case for election unless there is a fund 
for compensation ; in other words, a person whose property is 
disposed of is not put to his election unless the testator has given 
property of his own out of which compensation can be made. 
The doctrine of election, said Lord LoucHBoROUGH, C., in Bristow 
v. Warde (2 Ves. jun., p. 350), “ never can be applied but where, if 
an election is made contrary to the will, the interest that would 
pass by the will can be Jaid hold of to compensate for what is 
taken away ; therefore, in all cases there must be some free dis- 
posable property given to the person which can be made a com- 
pensation for what the testator takes away”: see Re Fowler’s 
Trust (27 Beav. 362), Wollaston v. King (L. R. 18 Eq. 165). Hence, 
where an appointment under a limited power is made to a 
stranger, a child who is an object of the power may take a share 
in the part thus invalidly appointed as in default of appointment, 
without compensating the stranger out of a further share 
appointed to him. 








The Death Duty Clauses of the 
Finance Biil as Amended in 


Committee. 


WE stated last week the present shape of the land taxes pro- 
posed to be imposed by the Finance Bill. We may now state 
the present shape of the death duty clauses. These clauses, as 
now amended in Committee, are numbers 54 to 64 inclusive, 
and if they become law they will effect the most important 
changes in the incidence of death duties since the principal Act 
itself was passed in 1894. 

In consequence of the resolution of the House of Commons 
of the 20th of May last, estates of persons dying after the 30th 
of April last are now being taxed in accordance with the pro- 
visions of the Bill. 

The first clause (clause 54) amends the rates of the estate duty 
so that the scale now runs consecutively from £1 per cent. for 
an estate of over £100 and not exceeding £500, to £15 per 
cent. for an estate of over a million. The odd rates of 44 per 
cent. and 5} per cent. left by the 1907 Act have disappeared from 
the scale and the steps between each graduation are reduced. Up 
to £5,000 there is no change, but between £5,000 and £10,000 
the rate is to be £4 per cent. instead of £3 per cent., and this 
change will probably be more widely felt than any other provi- 
sion, except perhaps the increase in the legacy duty and succession 
duty to collateral relations. 

The rate of settlement estate duty is by the same clause 
increased from £1 per cent. to £2 per cent. The idea of settle- 





ment estate duty was to balance the advantage given to settled 
property by being relieved from estate duty on the deaths of 
subsequent limited owners when estate duty had been once paid 
(see section 5 (2) of the principal Act). Having regard to the 
proposed increases in the estate duty, settled property would have 
been placed in a preferential position had no change been made, 
and therefore the rate is to be increased to £2 per cent. 

Clause 55 is an ingeniously worded provision, the effect of 
which is to abolish the exemption from estate duty of settled 
property passing toa beneficiary who has died. Thus if on the 
death of A. (life tenant), after 30th of April last, property passes 
absolutely to B., who has predeceased.A., and estate duty or pro- 
bate duty has been paid, cr is payable, on the reversion. in Bs 
estate, the property was relieved from estate duty on the death 
of A. (see section 5 (2) and 21 (1) of the principal Act). This 
exemption was confirmed, where estate duty had been paid in 
the deceased reversioner’s estate, by the case of Commissioners of 
Inland Revenue v. Priestley (1901, A. C. 208), and where probate 
duty had been paid, by the case of Attorney-General v. Dodington 
(1897, 1 Q. B. 722, 2 Q. B. 373). In view of the clause now 
under consideration, estate duty will be payable in all cases on 
the death of A., unless, of course, the property is personal and 
passes under a will taking effect before the passing of the princi- 
pal Act under which probate duty was paid. The relief from 
estate duty under section 21 (1) of the principal Act in such cases 
is not affected, ; 

Clause 56 introduces an entirely new feature into the 
incidence of death duties by enabling the Commissioners of 
Inland Revenue, on the application of any person liable to estate 
duty or succession duty on real and leasehold property, to accept 
in satisfaction of the whole or part of the duty such par{ of the 
property as may be agreed upon. No stamp duty is to be payable 
on the transfer to the commissioners, who are to hold the property 
so transferred as Parliament may determine. 

Clause 57 is an elaborate provision designed to prevent escape 
from duty where a reversioner has sold his interest in consideration 
of a mortgage or incumbrance on the settled property, and on 
the death of the life tenant becomes entitled to an interest in 
such property derived from the deceased. In such a case the 
debt so incurred is not to be allowed as a deduction against the 
estate duty value on the death of the life tenant, In this con- 
nection the recent decision by the House of Lords in the case of 
Attorney-General v. Richmond (ante. p. 713) may be usefully 
referred to. There the life tenant of estates in Scotland, under 
the Scotch Entail Acts, without the consent of the tenant in tail, 
executed deeds barring the entail and acquired the fee simple, at 
the same time giving charges on the estates to those entitled in 
remainder for sums representing the value of their interests. It 
was held that the incumbrances, being created bond fide, were 
wholly for the deceased’s own use and benefit within section 7, sub- 
section la, of the principal Act, notwithstanding that the object 
of the transaction was to save the payment of estate duty on 
the death of the tenant for life. By virtue of clause 57 of the 
present Bill, no deduction can now be claimed for incumbrances 
created in this manner. 

Clause 58, sub-clause 1, is an important provision which raises 
the 3 per cent. rate of legacy duty and succession duty to 5 per 
cent., and makes ali other legatees and successors (except lineal 
ancestors or descendants) liable to the same rate as strangers in 
blood—viz., 10 per cent. 

Sub-clause 2 imposes a rate of 1 - cent. legacy duty and 
succession duty on lineal ancestors and descendants and spouses 
where the value of the property passing on the death and charge- 
able with estate duty (other than property in which the deceased 
never had an interest) exceeds £15,000. 

This duty is not, however, payable where the value of the 
legacies or successions derived by the same person from the 
testator, intestate, or predecessor does not exceed £1,000, or 
where the beneficiary is his widow or his child under twenty-one, 
and the value does not exceed £2,000. 

It will be observed that the rates of 5 and 10 per cent. are of 
general application and apply in all cases where rates of 3, 5, 6, 
or 10 per cent. were formerly payable, but the incidence of the 
1 per cent. duty on lineals and spouses is considerably limited, 
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and applies only where the aggregated estate exceeds £15,000, 
and then only where the whole legacy or succession exceeds 
£1,000 or £2,000 as the case may be. 

The clause does not, however, apply where the property passes 
under the will or intestacy of a person dying before the 30th of 
April last, or under a disposition unless the first succession 
arises on or after that date. All such cases are governed by the 
law as it stood before the 30th of April last. 

It should be noted that where, for any reason, estate duty 
is not payable, the additional rates of succession duty imposed 
by section 21 of the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1888, 
would still be payable. 

Clause 59 is the much-discussed clause as to gifts or disposi- 
tions infer riros—a period of five years instead of one was con- 
templated within which me were not to be effectual as against 
the charge of estate duty, but this period has been amended to 
three years. Under the new provisions, therefore, any voluntary 
disposition of property made within three years of death will be 
liable to estate duty. 

There are, however, five exceptions to this rule :— 

(1) Where the disposition is made before the 30th of April, 
1908, eve though it may be within three years of the 
death. 

(2) Where it is made or effected for public or charitable 


i ; sie , 
(3) Gifts or dispositions made in consideration of marriage. 
(4) Gifts which are proved to the satisfaction of the commis- 
sioners to have been part of the normal annual expenditure 
of the deceased and to have been reasonable having regard 
to the amount of his income or to the circumstances. 

(5) Gifts which, in the case of any dones, do not in the aggre- 

gate exceed £100 in value or amount. 

It should be noted that the clause only applies to gifts or dis- 
positions in which the donor retains no interest. As regards 
gifts or dispositions in which he retains an interest up to the date 
of death, the law remains the same and estate duty is payable 
whether they are made within three years, or more than three 
‘years, from the death. 

Clause 60 (1) abolishes the proviso to sub-section 5 of section 
7 of the principal Act in favour of purely agricultural property 
under which the value for estate duty was limited to 25 years’ 
purchase of the gross property ‘tax assessment after deducting 
landlord’s outgoings. The proviso is, however, by clause 61 (1) 
still to be retained in connection with property consisting of a 
tenancy from year to year (i.¢.,in Irish land), and also for determin- 
ing the gross value of property for the purpose of section 16 
of the principal Act. The gross value referred to is further 
considered below. 

In all other case:, estate duty is now to be payable on the market 
value of agricultural property, whatever that may be. 

The second sub-clause of clause 60 mainly refers to Stock 
Exchange securities—stocks, shares and the like. It has been 
contended that where the deceased possessed a large holding 
in any particular concern, the effect of placing the whole on the 
market at the date of death would be unduly to bring down the 
price, and that this factor ought to be taken into account in 
estimating the value for estate daty. Under the new provision, 
however, no allowance is to be made on the assumption that the 
whole property is to be placed on the market at one and the 
same time, an estate duty is payable on the market price at the 
date of death. In effect, it is to be assumed that the accountable 
— in realizing any such property would act as reasonable 

ness men and pay due regard to the conditions of the 
market. 

Sub-clause 3 abolishes the right of appeal to the High Court 
under section 10 of the principal Act where the value of real and 
leasehold property isin dispute. An appeal in accordance with 
the provisions of Part I. of the Bill is, however, substituted, 
and the provisions as to appeals under that patt are to apply 


y- 
Section 16 (1) of the principal Act provides for the payment 
of fixed duties of 30s. and 50s. where the gross estate does not 
exceed £300 or £500, and in ascertaining the gross value, mort- 
gages on real or leasehold property created by the deceased have 


not been deductible. Now, however, by virtue of clause 61 (2) 
of the Bill, deduction is to be allowed where it is proved that the 
property is subject to a charge made for the purpose of purchase, 
and also where it is subject to a lien for unpaid purchase- 
money. 

Clause 62 provides that where increment duty is payable on 
the death of a person, allowance in respect thereof is to be made 
in determining the value for estate duty. 

Clause 63 extends the operation of section 20 of the Finance 
Act, 1896, which exempted from estate duty such settled pictures, 
prints, books, manuscripts, works of art, scientific collections, and 
other things not yielding income, as appeared to the Treasury to 
be of national, scientific or historic interest. The exemption 
continued so long as they were enjoyed in kind by a person not com- 
petent to dispose of them or until they were sold. The effect of the 
new provision is to extend the exemption to legacy and succession 
duty, and as so extended to take effect whether the property is 
settled or not, and as if the reference to national, scientific or 
historic interest included a reference to artistic interest, Daty 
is only to become chargeable when the property is sold, and then 
! only in respect of the last death on which it passed. So that if 
any such articles are given by will by A. to his son B. absolutely, 
and B. at his death bequeaths them to C. absolutely, and C. at 
his death bequeaths them to D., who sells, they are exempt from 
estate duty and legacy duty on the deaths of A. and B.,, but on 
the sale by D. estate duty (and legacy duty also if chargeable) 
will become payable by reference to the death of C., that being 
the last death on which the property passed. 

The death daty clauses conclude with clause 64, which is a 
saving clause to protect purchasers and mortgagees (before the 
3rd of April last) of interests in expectancy. Where such pur- 
chase or mortgage was made for full mcnetary consideration, the 
duties are to be assessed as if the provisions of tke Bill had not 
been made. This clause protects the purchaser or mortgagee 
only, and therefore, in the case of a mortgage, the duties as 
amended by the Bill would be payable in so far as the value of 
the equity of redemption was sufficient to satisfy them. 








Reviews. 
Public Officers. 


Tue Law Revatine to Posiic OFFICERS HAVING EXECUTIVE 
AUTHORITY IN THE UniTeD Kincpom: AN INQUIRY INTO THE 
LIMITs OF SUCH AUTHORITY AND THE REMEDIES FOR BREACH oR 
Excess THEREOF. By A. W. Cuaster, LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. 
Butterworth & Co. 

The modern growth of administrative powers has, as Mr. Chaster 
points out in his preface, made it increasingly necessary to watch the 
exercise of such powers, and the present work, which carries out 
more completely the object of the author’s former work on “ Executive 
Officers,” presents a comprehensive survey of the nature of the powers 
of executive officers in the various parts of the kingdom. Part I. 
deals with the exercise of powers where the King is a party, and 
this includes a discussion of the authority of officers attached to or 
acting under the orders of courts of justice, and of officers acting 
under their own powers, such as customs and excise officers ; Part IT. 
is concerned with local jurisdiction, and includes a discussion of local 
powers of all kinds, dealing separately with England and Wales, 
Scotland and Ireland ; and Part III. states the liabilities of execu- 
tive officers acting either under warrants and orders of superior 
courts at Common Law, or otherwise, with the civil and criminal 
remedies which are available against them. The work deals to a 
large extent with modern extensions of local government, and in Part 
II. will be found a statement of administrative powers under the 
Public Health Act, 1875, and the Public Health (London) Act, 1891, 
with the text of the relevant sections and full references to the cages 
decided in them. The book has been prepared with much care, and 
contains a valuable statement of the law as to executive officers. 


Books of the Week. 


The Detection of Forgery: a Practical Handbook for the Use of 
Pankers, Solicitors, Magistrates’ Clerks, and all Handling Suspected 
Documents. By Dovucias Biacksurn (late Expert to the Natal 
Criminal Investigation Department, and the Transvaal Republic) 
and Captain WairHMAN Cappretn, Charles & Hdwin Layton. 
Price 6s, net, 
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The Police Officer’s Guide to the Children Act, 1908. By W. 
B. Gentiz, Chief Constable of Brighton, and C. A. Raw1ines, 
Solicitor. Effingham Wilson. 


The Law Clerk’s Vade-Mecum and Pocket Diary for 1909-1910. 
Edited by Sypney E. Encteman. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


The Law Quarterly Review. Edited by Sir Freperick Potiock, 
Bart., D.C.L., LL.D. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 
The Quarterly Digest of all the Reported Decisions of the 
Superior Courts, including a Selection from the Scottish and Irish ; 
with Numerous Cross-references and a Complete Table of Cases. 
By Joun Mews, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited) ; 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 
American Law Review. September-October, 1909. Edited by 
CHARLES E. GRINNELL., Reeves & Turner. 








Correspondence. 


Restrictive Covenants. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—I have read with interest the article in your issue of last 
Saturday, headed as above, in which you comment upon the recent 
decision in Reid v. Bick-rstaff (1909, 2 Ch. 305). After referring to 
the fact that the right to enforce compliance. with a restrictive 
covenant entered into for the benefit of a parcel of land held by the 
covenantee passes, without express assignment, to a subsequent 
purchaser of that land, although the covenant was not entered into 
in pursuance of any building scheme. you quote a passage from the 
judgment cf the Master of the Rolls to the effect that although 
the benefit of such a covenant passes by the “mere conveyance of 
the land,” still it is necessary that in the deed containing the restrictive 
covenant this covenant should be “eapressed to be for the benefit 
and protection of the particular parcel purchased by the subsequent 
purchaser.” ; 

The quotation is, of course, given by you quite correctly, but I 
venture to submit that this part of the judgment is opposed to 
the law as laid down by the Court of Appeal.in Rogers v. Hosegovd 
(1900, 2 Ch. 388) affirming a decision of Mr. Justice Farwell. In 
Mr. Justice Farwell’s judgment (p. 396), after discussing the 
question whether a covenant should or should not run with the land, 
he says it is in each case “ a question of intention to be determined by 
the court on the construction of the particular document, and with due 
regard to the nature of the covenant and the surrounding circum- 
stances.” Lord Justice Collins, when delivering the unanimous judg- 
ment of the Court of Appeal, says (p. 408), with reference to these 
covenants, “ When, as in Renals v. Cowlishaw, there is no indication 
in the original conveyance oR in the circumstances attending it that 
the burden of the restrictive covenant is imposed for the 
benefit of the land reserved or any particular part of it, then it 
becomes necessary to examine,” &ec. (The italics in this letter are in 
all cases mine.) From this judgment it clearly appears that in order 
to prove that a covenant was entered into for the benefit of any 
particular lands reference may be had, not only to the terms of the 
document containing the covenant, but to the circumstances attending 
the execution of this document. We all know that in order to prove 
a building scheme it is admissible to refer to circumstances not 
appearing on the face of any deed ; and, on principle, it is apparent 
that the rule which allows the admission of extrinsic evidence of a 

building scheme, applicable to several plots, should equally allow 
extrinsic evidence in order to shew that a particular covenant was 
in fact entered into for the benefit of a particular plot of ground. A 
reference, indeed, to the passage in Lord Justice Collins’ judgment 
just referred to, immediately following the quotation I have given, 
shews that extrinsic evidence may be used in order to prove that 
the benefit of a covenant not originally attached to any 
particular parcel of land has become attached to it on_ the 
occasion of a subsequent sale, and it is obvious that if such evidence 
can be admitted it must be equally admissible to prove that the 
benefit was so attached on the occasion when the covenant was first 
entered into. i 

It is, no doubt, true that Lord Justice James, in giving judgment 
in Renals v. Cowlishaw, said that “to enable an assign to 
take the benefit of restrictive covenants, there must be something 
in the deed to define the property for the benefit of which they were 


entered into,” but this dectum is undoubtedly opposed to decisions 
in cases concerned with building schemes, and it is submitted that it 
should'not be regarded to-day as an accurate statement of the law, 
although the passage has been quoted with oe ey by Lord Justice 
Buckley. With all respect to the Master o 


have quoted is opposed to the law as laid down in Rogers v. Hosegood, 
and that the decision in that case is more in accord with the law as 
laid down in previous decisions, T. 
Oct. 13. 
[See observations under head of “ Current Topics.”—Ep. S.J.] 





Keeping Alive Specialty Debts. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—In the paragraph headed “ Acknowledgment of Specialty 
— ” in your issue of the 9th inst. a slip appears to have been 
made. 

Itis stated that ‘there could be no reason for confining the effect of 
payment to the single co-obligor or co-debtor making it, and the 
effect of acknowledgment to the single co-debtor making it, while 
leaving an acknowledgment by a single co-obligor to operate as 
against other co-obligors.” 

The effect of payment is not confined to a single co-obligor making 
it, since section 14 of the Mercantile Law Amendment Act, 
1856, only confines the effect of such payment to a single co- 
debtor making it, and the state of the law at the present time 
seems to be that either payment (Re La-ev, 1907, 1 Ch. 330; Rod‘am 
v. Morley, 1 De. G. & J. 1) or acknowledgment (Read v. Price, 
1909, 2 K. B. 724) by an obligor has the effect of keeping the debt 
alive against his co-obligors: while neither the one (Mercantile Law 
Amendment Act, 1856, s. 14) nor the other (Statute of Frauds 
Amendment Act, 1828, s. 1) has that effect in the case of co-debtors. 

Tamworth, Oct. 13. Harotp V. ARGYLE. 


[We venture to think there was no “slip” ; see observations under 
head of “ Current Topics.”—Eb. S./.] 











CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


PARKER v. LONDON GENERAL OMNIBUS CO. No. 1. 19th Oct. 


NEGLIGENCE—PERSoNAL INJuRY BY SKIDDING oF OmNIBUS—SKIDDING 
Due to SuppEN EMERGENCY. 


The plaintiff and another lad, while at play, ran out into the road, 
and the driver of a motor omnibus, in order to save running over them, 
steered to his off-side and applied the brakes violently. The result of 
the brakes being so applied was that the omnibus skidded, and struck 
the plaintiff and injured him. The plaintiff sued the company in the 
county court for damages, and the judge left to the jury the question 
whether or not the driver was negligent, and the further question as to 
whether the defendants had placed a nuisance on the highway, the 
omnibus having skidded and being liable to skid and cause injury 
without any negligence on the part of the driver. The jury found that 
there had been no negligence on the part of the driver, and disagreed 
upon the question of nuisance. 

Held by the Divisional Court, whose decision was afirmed by the 
Court of Appeal, that, upon the verdict, the defendants were entitled 
to judgment. 

Appeal by the plaintiff against a decision of the Divisional Court 
(reported 25 Times L. R. 429), directing judgment to be entered for 
the defendants in an action brought to recover damages for personal 
injury, tried before His Honour Judge Bray, sitting with a jury at the 
Brompton County Court. The facts were that as the motor omnibus 
belonging to the defendants was proceeding along Fulham Palace-road 
the plaintiff and another boy stepped into the road in front of it. The 
driver, to avoid running over the plaintiff, steered to his off-side, 
released his clutch, and applied the brakes. He also locked the back 
wheels. The omnibus skidded and struck the plaintiff. In the county 
court the judge left to the jury the question of negligence on the part 
of the driver, and also, upon the authority of Gibbons v. Vanguard 
Motor 'Bus Co. (Limited) (25 Times L. R. 14), the further question 
whether the defendants were liable for having placed a nuisance on the 
highway, the omnibus having skidded and being liable to skid and cause 
+ ¥ . . . - 
injury without any negligence on the part of the driver. The jury 
found there had been no negligence on the part of the driver, but 
disagreed on the question of nuisance. The county court judge on these 
findings refused to enter judgment for the company; but, on appeal, 
the Divisional Court decided that the company were entitled to jud z- 
ment. The plaintiff appealed. 

Vavernan Wuiams, L.J., said he thought the decision of the Divi- 
sional Court was quite right. He assumed that the defendants were 
exactly in the same position as if they had run a motor omnibus under 
the authority of a statute containing previsions similar to those under 
which Powell v. Fall (5 Q. B. D. 597) had been decided. His 
lordship then referred to section 15 of the Locomotive Act, 1861.) 
The Divisional Court had held that the skidding of a motor omnibus, 
where there was no evidence of negligence on the part of the driver, 


the Rolls, I venture, | and the skidding was due to the precaution taken by the driver to bring 





therefore, to suggest that the extract from his judgment which you 


the vehicle to a sudden stop in order to avoid running over a person, 
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was not evidence that the particular vehicle was a nuisance for the 
placing on the highway of which the owners were liable if damage 
ensued. There was no evidence here to lead the court to suppose that 
the motor omnibus would have been beyond control on this particular 
road in its then condition, or that there would have been any skidding 
at all. The evidence shewed that the skidding was not due to defective 
construction or to the state of the road, but to the violent application of 
the brakes rendered necessary by the perilous position in which the 
plaintiff had placed himself. 

Buckity and Kennepy, L.JJ., concurred, and the appeal was dis- 
missed with costs—Counset, Jellicoe and S. Griffith Jones, for the 
appellant ; 2. B. Charles, for the respondent. Soricrrors, Lloyd, Hum- 
phreys, d& Munro; Joynson Hicks & Co. 


(Reported by Erskine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re DUKE OF MANCHESTER’S SETTLEMENT. Eve, J. 13th Oct. 


JOINTURE—ARREARS —SALE OF PROPERTY CHARGED WITH JOINTURE— 
CHARGE ON Proceeps or Save—Capitat or Income—Setritep Lanp 
Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 38), s. 21, suB-sEcTION 2. 

Where a jointure rent-charge is charged upon land which is subse- 
quently sold, the court has jurisdiction to order the arrears of the 
jointure to be paid out of the proceeds of sale, and the court in the 
exercise of its discretion will make such an order without prejudice to 
the question out of what fund such arrears are ultimately to be paid. 

The Settled Land Act, 1882, s. 21 (ii.), applies to the arrears of a 
jointure rent-charge on the setiled land. 


This was a summons taken out by the trustees of a settlement dated 
the 7th of September, 1878, to have it determined (1) whether the 
arrears of a jointure rent-charge to which the Dowager Duchess of 
Manchester was entitled under the settlement ought to be paid out of 
the proceeds of sale of certain Irish estates included in the settlement 
or out of the interest on such proceeds of sale, and (2) whether the 
interest on the proceeds of sale ought to be applied in recouping to 
capital certain sums which had been paid out of the proceeds, but 
which were properly payable out of income. The settlement was made 
by the father of the present duke, and under it the present duke was 
tenant for life. The estates stood limited to the use that the present 
duke’s mother should receive a jointure of £3,000 a year. The trustees 
of the settlement were trustees for the purposes of the Settled Land 
Acts, and were also trustees of a term of 200 years thereby limited for 
securing the said jointure. The property was sold in 1904 by the 
present duke as tenant for life under the Irish Land Acts, 19035 and 
1904, and in proceedings in the Irish court the present duke was, on the 
2nd of February last, held entitled to a bonus of £2,000. Messrs. Coutts 
& Co. claimed to have a charge upon certain arrears of the jointure 
rent-charge, and the Legal and ‘General Life Assurance So: iety claimed 
to be mortgagees of the life interest of the present duke, whose eldest 
son was infant tenant in tail under the settlement. 

Eve, J.—In this case the question arises whether arrears of a jointure 
rent-charge ought to be fp: aid out of capital or income. The capital 
moneys arise from the sale of Irish estates in 1904. The sale was made 
by the Duke of Manchester, under the Irish Land Acts, 1903 and 1904, 
as tenant for life under the settlement. The estates were subject to 
overriding charges, and after those charges were satisfied a balance of 
nearly £60,000 was ordered to be paid to the trustees, and the question 
arises whether the arrears of the jointure ought to be paid out of that 
fund. The first point is whether the arrears are a charge on the pro- 
ceeds of sale. It was decided by Buckley, J., in Blackburne v. Hope 
Edwardes (1901, 1 Ch. 419), following Hall v. Hurt (2 J. & H. 76) that 
the owner of a rent-charge secured by a term of years is not entitled 
to have the arrears raised by a sale or mortgage of the inheritance, 
but must resort to the term. But here the property has been sold, and 
I think the arrears constitute a charge upon the proceeds of sale. But 





it is said that, having regard to the facts of this case, the court has | 


no jurisdiction to order the payment of the arrears out of capital, or 
if it has such jurisdiction it ought not to exercise its discretion to make 
such order. The question of such jurisdiction depends upon sub-section 2 
of section 21 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, which provides that capital 
money arising under the Act may be applied (inter alia) in discharge, 





purchase or redemption of incumbrances affecting the inheritance of | 


the settled land, or other the whole estate the subject of the settlement, 
or of land-tax, rent-charge in lieu of tithe, crown rent, chief rent or 
quit rent charged on or payable out of the settled land. It is said 
that the Legislature cannot have contemplated payment out of capital 
of arrears of charges not kept down by the tenant for life. I do not 
think so. It matters little whether the person entitled to the capital 
moneys takes such as are left after payment of the charges or takes 
them subject to the charges. Indeed it is better to take what is left, 
and it is one of those charges which the court ought to deal with. It 
is also said that there are dicta to the effect that the discharge of arrears 
of jointure are not within section 21: see He K natchbull (27 Ch. D. 
349}, Re Frewen (38 Ch. VD. 363). Those dicta, however, only have 
reference to the redemption of incumbrances. I think, therefore, that 
the court has jurisdiction to direct the payment of the arrears out of 

capital moneys in the hands of the trustees. Then ought the court 


to exercise its discretion by directing the trustees to make such pay- 
ments? The duchess has not released her jointure nor has she done 
anything to preclude her from enforcing payment. I see no reason, 


therefore, why the court should not order the payment to be made. In 
saying that, however, I do not mean in any way to prejudice the second 
question raised by the summons, which must ‘be left quite open. But 
I have no hesitation in coming to the conclusion that these arrears 
ought to be cleared off, and accordingly intimate to the trustees that 
they ought forthwith out of the capital moneys in their hands to dis- 
charge the arrears of the jointure. The order ‘will be without prejudice 
to any question as to the fund out of which the arrears ought to be 
ultimately paid.—Counsex, Jessel, K.C., and Bryan Farrer; "Ae stbury, 
K.C., and Manby; P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and 7’. 7’. Methold; Stewart 
Smith, K.C., and Walters Horne; Ingpen, K.C., and #. Beaumont; 
Bovill. Soxricrrors, Nicholl, Manisty, & Co.; Boxall & Boxall; Rawle, 
Johnstone, & Co.; Farrer & Co.; Lawrence, Graham, & Co. 
[Reported by S. E. Wittiams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Solicitors’ Cases. 
Solicitors Ordered to be Struck Off the Rolls. 


Oct. 20.—THomas Atpripce (otherwise THomAS ARUNDEL ALDRIDGE), 
of Bridgwater. 
Oct. 20.—CuHaRLES Henry Moorparr. 
Oct. 20.—CHaRLes RicHarRD STEVENS. 
Solicitor Ordered to be Suspended. 
Oct. 20.—WatteR GurRNey Winter, formerly of Argyle-mansions, 





Cricklewood, and now of Brighton, suspended for nine months. 








Societies. 
The Solicitors’ Managing Clerks’ Association. 


The Solicitors’ Managing Clerks’ Association will hold their fifteenth 
annual dinner in the Princes Hall, Hotel Cecil, Strand, on Tuesday, 
the 2nd of November next, at 6.45 precisely. Mr. Alfred C. Crane 
(Messrs. Paines, Blyth & Huxtable), the president of the association, 
will be in the chair. The Honourable Mr. Justice Eve has accepted 
an invitation to attend as a guest, as also have W. H. Winterbotham, 
Esq., M.A. (the president of the Law Society), and several members 
of the bar and solicitors. Tickets may be had from Mr. Francis Kalb, 
the hon. general secretary, 12, New-court, Lincoln’s-inn. 

The one is the syllabus of the law lectures for the Michaelmas 
session : 
weed October 25th.—Lecture : ‘‘ The Law of Joint-Stock Com- 
panies in Relation to the Trade of the United Kingdom.”’ Lecturer, R. 
Younger, Esq., K.C. Chairman, W. W. Paine, Esq., B.A., 
member of the Law Society. In the Old Hall, Lincoln-inn. 

Friday, November 19th.—Lecture : ‘‘ Covenants Relating to the Pay- 
ment of Rates, Taxes, and Outgoings.”’ Lecturer, Alexander Mac- 
morran, Esq., K.C. Chairman, The Right Hon. Lord Justice Kennedy. 
In the Old Hall, Lincoln’s-inn. 

Friday, December 10th.—Lecture : ‘‘ Some Points on Pleading and 
Practice.’’ Lecturer, Norman Craig, Esq., K.C. In the Inner Temple 
Hall. The chair will be taken at 7 o’clock precisely. 

The lectures are open to all the members of the association, who 
will be allowed to introduce friends connected with the legal profession. 
Non-members will be admitted on production of tic ket or syllabus, 
which may be obtained at the office of the association. 


Council 








Law Students’ Journal. 
Debate at the Law Society’s Hall. 


On Tuesday, the 26th instant, at 5 o’clock, the students attending 
the lectures and classes of the Law Society will hold, at the Society’s 
Hall, a moot for the discussion of a point of some present interest. 
sriefly put, the discussion will involve the legality of collecting taxes 
upon a resolution of the House of Commons not embodied in a statute. 
The question will be decided by reference to (a) the collection of 
Customs duty at a higher rate voted, but not yet enacted, and (b) the 
deduction of income tax from a payment of interest by a municipal 
authority before the passing of the Finance Act. In the former case, 
the supposed plaintiff will sue to recover the difference between the 
former and the new rate. In the latter he is supposed to have refused 
to accept his half-year’s interest less the deduction for tax, and to be 
now suing for the full amount. The Right Hon. Arthur Cohen, K.C., 
has kindly promised to preside. 


Law Students’ Societies. 


3IRMINGHAM Law Srupents’ Soctery.—October 19.—Mr. E. W. Cave 
in the chair.—The following moot point was debated :—‘‘ A railway 
company has a turntable in an enclosed yard near a public road. 
Children are in the habit of climbing over the fence and playing with 
the turntable, which is kept unlocked, and, therefore, in a dangerous 
state to children. The railway company knows that children trespass, 
and has posted notices on the outside of the fence forbidding trespass, 
and warning of the danger. Is the company liable in an action at the 
suit of two children aged seven and four respectively (or of either of 





| them) who have climbed the fence and injured themselves by playing 
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with the turntable? ’’ The moot will be put to the meeting under two 
heads: (1) Is the company liable in the case of the elder child? (2) 
Is it liable in the case of the younger child? Mr. M. I. Clutterbuck 
opened in the affirmative, and was supported by Messrs. R. W. Frazier, 
G. H. Booth, and N. O. Clarke. Mr. O. F. Gloster opened in the 
negative, and was supported by Messrs. H. E. Swallow, W. L. Highway, 
G. A. Baker, E. C. G. Clarke, and R. F. Blakiston. After the leaders 
had replied, the Chairman summed up, and on the question being put 
to the meeting, the negative won on the first question by 17 votes to 2, 
and on the second question by 14 to 5. A hearty vote of thanks to the 
chairman concluded the proceedings. 

On Tuesday, the 19th of October, the 1,000th ordinary debate of this 
society was held, and to celebrata the event a smoking concert was given 
by the society in the Hertford Room of the Imperial Hotel, Temple- 
street. Mr. E. W. Cave, barrister-at-law, took the chair. After the 
usual loyal and other toasts an excellent programme was rendered by 
the following gentlemen :—Messrs. G. H. Case, F. Costello, J. Long- 
more, R. A. Willes, T. H. Bethell, W. H. Kimpton, H. V. Argyle, A. 
Davis, J. B. Hargreave, B. A. Hughes, and J. D. Sampson to a highly 
appreciative audience. A very hearty vote of thanks to the artists and 
the chairman brought a most delightful evering to a close. 








Obituary. 
Mr A. A. Collyer-Bristow, 


We regret to announce the death, on the 16th inst., of Mr. Andrew 
Alfred Collyer-Bristow, of Beddington Place, near Croydon, solicitor, 
at the age of eighty-three years. He was the son of Mr. Andrew 
Collyer, of Beddington. He was articled to a member of the firm of 
Coverdale & Lee, who were then carrying on business in Field-court. 
Gray’s Inn. Messrs. Coverdale & Lee were the successors in business 
of a firm of Newsome & Sharpe, which was established before the 
middle of the eighteenth century, and which has continued in unbroken 
succession, by accessions of partners from time to time, down to the 
present date. Mr. Collyer-Bristow (or, as he then was, Mr. Collyer) 
was admitted in 1848, and entered the firm (then Coverdale, Lee, Purvis 
& Collyer) in 1856, and became the senior partner in 1871. Until the 
last year he had attended actively to business. He was engaged in 
many important cases, notably in that of The Commissioners of Sewers 
v. Glasse) L. R. 19 Eq. 134), in which his firm ,together with many 
other eminent firms of solicitors and an astonishing array of counsel, 
appeared for the defendants. He was also concerned in the subsequent 
arbitration under the Epping Forest Acts. 


Mr. W. F. Philpotts. 


A figure formerly well known in Lincoln’s-inn has been removed 
by the death of Mr. William Francis Philpotts. He was grandson 
of the famous Bishop of Exeter, and was educated at Winchester 
and New College, of which he was scholar and fellow. He was called 
to the bar in 1864, and, as the 7'imes says, had the prospect of a most 
successful career at the bar when, through a neglected chill, he 
was stricken with deafness, which was disastrous to his practice 
in court, and confined him to some extent to what was to him 
thé much less interesting sphere of convevancing and chamber 
work. He was standing counsel to the Board of Trade for the licensing 
of companies incorporated under the Limited Liability Acts but not 
trading for profit. He gave up practice in 1905 and retired to Devon- 
shire. 

Judge Owen. 

His Honour Judge W. 8. Owen died on Wednesday. He was the 
son of the late Mr. William Owen, of Withybush, Pembrokeshire. 
He graduated at the University of London, and was called to the bar 
in 1856. In 1884 he was appointed county court judge for Circuit 28. 
In 1895 he was appointed chairman of the Pembrokeshire Quarter 
Sessions. 








Legal News. 
Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolution. 
Rene James TAHOURDIN and Frank GrorGr ARmstRONG HITCHCOCK, 
solicitors and Parliamentary agents (Tahourdins & Hitchcock), 20, 
Victoria-street, Westminster. Sept. 30. [Gazette, Oct. 15. 


Information Required. 

Miss Evizasern Saran Butiter.—Any solicitor, who prepared a will 
of Miss Elizabeth Sarah Butler, of Cromwell Hall, Finchley, since the 
year 1900 is requested to communicate with Messrs. Hollams, Sons, 
Coward, & Hawksley, 30, Mincing-lane, E.C. 


General. 
It is stated that Mr. W. H. Rowe, Assistant Paymaster-General at 


Mr. G. H. B. Kenrick, K.C., the new Advocate-General of Bengal, 
was entertained at a farewell dinner in the Grand Hotel on the 12th 
inst. by members of the Bar. The Solicitor-General was in the chair. 


During the hearing of a case on the 18th inst., says the Times, the 
Lord Chief Justice said that in future where the magistrates, instead of 
finding the facts, set out the evidence in the special case, no costs would 
be allowed. It was the duty of the magistrates to find the facts and 
not to set out the evidence, but the rule was being constantly broken, 


If it be true, remarks a writer in the Globe, that Mr. Hemmerde, 
K.C., M.P., is the author of ‘‘ A Maid of Honour,”’ the little one-act 
play that precedes ‘‘ The Bells,’’ the Queen’s Theatre may claim to have 
an unique interest for the legal profession under Mr. H. B. Irving’s 
management. Leopold Lewis, who wrote ‘‘ The Bells,’’ was a solicitor. 
He wrote many other plays and stories, but ‘“‘ The Bells *’ alone brought 
him any measure of prosperity or fame. 


At a sitting of the Royal Commission on International Private Law, 
says the Hague correspondent of the Z'imes, M. Asser, the president, 
stated that the projected conference to draw up international regulations 
regarding bills of exchange would probably meet at The Hague in June, 
1910. ‘Thirty-one states had already promised to take part in it, but in 
the case of fourteen no reply had yet been received. The circular letter 
sent out by the Dutch Government to the other Powers had been favour- 
ably received, and was unanimously considered to be an excellent basis 
for the work of the conference. 


Though Mr. Richard Peter, of Launceston, who recently attained his 
100th year, is, says a writer in the Globe, the oldest solicitor in the 
country, he is not, so far as the date of admission is concerned, the 
senior member of his branch of the profession. Mr. Peter, who retired 
from active practice in 1891, was admitted a solicitor in 1838. Mr. 
F. H. Janson, whose name as the senicr member of a City firm of 
solicitors continues to appear in the ‘* Law List,’’ was admitted in 1835. 
Plymouth, too, can boast of a legal veteran in the person of Mr. William 
Curtis, who, at the age of ninety-two, attends the office of his firm with 
a frequency not far short of regularity. 


Professor Cesare Lombroso, the eminent authority on the scientifie 
treatment of crime, died on Tuesday at his house in Turin. Three of 
his principal books, ‘‘ The Male Offender,’ ‘“‘ The Female Off@hder,”’ 
and ** The Man of Genius,”’ have, says the Rome correspondent of the 
Times, been translated into English as well as other languages. His 
beoks on criminal psychology attracted greater attention in France, 
perhaps, than in England. His first lectures on the relation between 
crime and imperfect sanity, delivered at the University of Pavia in 
1862, were received with derision. The publication of his book, ** The 
Male Offender,’’ however, brought him almost immediate recognition, 
and established his reputation in Europe and America. 


In connection with the lamented death of Lord Justice FitzGibbon, 
says a writer in the Daily Telegraph, it has been pointed out that six 
learned juniors who took “silk”’ in Ireland in 1872 subsequently 
climbed very high in the profession. Mr. Edward Gibson and Mr. 
Samuel Walker were both destined to become Lord Chancellors, Mr. 
FitzGibbon was to adorn the Court of Appeal, and Messrs. Murphy, 
Johnson, and Andrews were to develop into Judges of the High Court. 
The predominant partner is not able to offer any parallel to this inci- 
dent, though more than one batch of English “‘ silks ** has contained a 
goodly proportion of future Judges. On July 2, 1885, for instance, ten 
gentlemen of the long robe were called within the bar, of whom four 
were to don judicial robes—Arthur Moseley Channell, Thomas Towns- 
end Bucknill, William Rann Kennedy, and John Fletcher Moulton. 


In Re West, West v. Roberts (1909, 2 Ch. 180), says the Law Quarterly 
Review, the facts were as follows :—An executor, assented to a bequest 
of stock to legatees named by a will and codicils, who thereupon took 
possession of the stock and spent the income. Three years later a 
further coditil was found altering the name of the beneficiary. The 





original supposed legatees consented to hand over the stock to the new 
and true legatee, but demurred to restoring the mesne dividends which 
they had already received and spent. The court said that they were 
bound to hand over the interim dividends which had accrued since the 
death. The case as a whole, if it does not provide a juristic phrase 
definirg the exact effect of an executor’s ‘‘ assent "’ to a legacy, at least 
suggests one that is appropriate. Assent following probate does not 
mean assent ‘‘ based upon ”’ probate, neither does assent nor probate 
based upon a ‘‘ supposed ” last will create any claim in the supposed 
legatee to a specific legacy which will not immediately evaporate when 
the true last will and the true legatee are forthcoming. Assent does 
not create a right ; it merely withdraws a hold which law and the will 
give to an executor over the assets of a testator. The legacy thereupon 
in the view of the law proceeds to its true destination, even though 
that destination be an unknown legatee, named in a codicil unrevealed 
to the executor who assents, and not brought into court for probate. 
The assent is merely the pistolshot which starts the legacy on its 


career, . 





Personan Arrention, tHe Brsst Goons AND Moperats Prices. 
Dirstate and Son, Tailors, 40, High Holborn (first floor), Opposite 
Chancerv-lane. Next to the First Avenue Hotel. Established for over 





the Royal Courts of Justice, has resigned his post on the ground of 
continued ill-health. 


eighty years at 301, High Holborn, W.C.—{Apvr.] 
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Winding-up Notices. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Oct. 15. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loutrep rm CHAncerY. 

Campnor, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 12, to send their names and 
addreseea, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to C. E. Smedley, Whitehall 
House, 29, Charing Crose, liquidator 

Conista Miysxs, Ltp—Creaitors are required, on or before'Nov 30, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Reginald de la Bere and 
James Durie Pattullo. Ingle & Co, Capel House, New Broad st, solors for liquidators 

La Carrran (Extensions) Tramways Co, Lrp (im Liguipation)—Creditors are 
required, on or before Nov 1, to send in their names and addresses, and the particu- 


lars of their debts or claims, to Mr Fortescue Thursby, 62, London wall, Budd 
& Co, Austin Friars, solors for the liquidators 
New HiiteGrove Proprrerasy Mines, Lrp (1m Liguipatron)—Creditors are uired, 


on or before Nov 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Grosveror George Walker, 19, St Swithin’s In, liquidator 

Piasmoxw Breapv Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 13, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Maurice Jenks, 
6, Old Jewry. Voules & Welch, Bishopsgate st, Within, solors for liquidator 

Vie Mitt Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up will be heard Oct 26 G. Caradoc Thomas, 88, 
Mosley st, Manchester, solor for the petner. Notice of appearing must reach the 
above-named not later than 6 o’clcck in the afternoon of Oct 25 

Uwutmitep rm CHANCERY. 

Laxorort ayp Mrv-Somenset Bexerit Burtp1ne Society—Petn for winding up, pre- 
sented Oct 13, directed to be heard on Oct 26. Rawle & Co, Bedford row, for Davies, 
Yeovil, petner’s eolor. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later 
than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Oct 25 


London Gazette.—Tvurapay, Oct. 19, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limitzp 1m CHANCERY. 

Asysstusas Gotp Jewztteny Co Lrp (rm Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or 
before Nov 16, to send their names and addres and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to William Hardy King, 13, Basinghall et, liquidator 

* Bartrsn Bioscorz Manvuracrvrine Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Oct 15, 
directed to be heard on Nov 2. Rubinstein & Co, Raymond hldgs, Gray’s inn, solors 
for petners Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o’clock 
in the afternoon of Nov 1 : 

Barrisn Mortis Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 16, to send 
their names and addressees, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas 
Willerson, 34, Old Broad st, liquidator 

Hout amp Disraict Fou Ferers’ Surety Associatiox, Lrp—Creditors are requested 
forthwith to send their pames and addresses. and the particulars of their debts or 

" to Mr. John Edward Walker, 12, Bowlalley lane, Kingeton upon Hull, 
liquidator Locking & Co, Hull, solors for the liquidator 

Jauus Tootz & Sons, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Oct 29, to send in 

their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claime, to Louis A. 
Voisey, 5, Bold st, Warrington, liquidator 

Lowpos amp Sout Wrsrerw Cama, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Oct 15, 

directed to be heard Nov 2. Tarry & Co, 17, Serjeant’s inn, Fleet st, solors for the 
petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in 
the afternoon of Novy | 

Oswatprwistie axp Cuvxcu £rzam Lavwpry Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or 

before Nov 9, to eend their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debis 
or claims, to John Carpenter, 105, M arket st, Manchester, liquidator 

Szcomriom Srsam Lauper Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 3, to 

setd their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to W. 
Lloyd Griffith, Cae Christo, Carnarvon, liquidator 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gasetie.—Fatvay, Oct. 15. 
T. B. Laws & Arras, Lrp 
@. H. Howsos. Lrp 
Joun Axzpor & Co, Lrp 
Nowa Syspicatz, Lrp 
Lazcomu & Versrr, Lrp 


New Hiticso0ve Peorzisragy Mixes, Lrp 
Unspsrwarzezs Fret Arriiasces, Lrp 
La Carrrat (Exrzxsions) Tzamways Co, Lap 
Beats Escruxzatxc Co, Lrp 
Homaye Nattizss Horse-Suozr Sxyxpicate Lrp 
London Gazetie.—Tourspary, Oct. 19, 

Crrr amp Covurrr Laxp asp Buitpise Co, Lrp 
Acqvistrions axp Fisansce Srxpicatz, Lrp 
Tsorwron’s Temerzance Horet Co, Lro 

“itaw Exoixezarsc Associatiogs, Lrp 
Sertmas Moroz, 
Oszrnco Comvotrmpatev, Lrp 
G. & D. Mesesare, Lrv 
W. BR. Pezevr & Co, Lrp 
Beauuam Gas Co, Lop 
Wisiserp, Lov. 
A. Astuves & Co, Lrp 
Sovrm Rasprosrzis Deer, Lrp (Reconstavcrior) 
Jauzs Toots & Sons, Lrp 
Page Previsgine Srepicare, Lov 





back page, Oct. 16). 
Nov, 10.—Mesers. Davip Burwetr, Sow, & Bappe ey, at the Mart, at 2: Life Interest 


in Freehold and Leasehold Properties (see advertisement, back page, this week). 

Nov. 11.—Messrs. Faresrotmrr, Exvuis & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Ground-rents, 
Leadenhall-street. and Long Leasehold Property, Arundel-streec, Strand (see advertise- 
ment, back page, this week). 

Nov. 23.—Messrs. Desennam, Tewson, Ricnwarpson & Co,, at the Mart, at 2: Free- 
hold Ground-rents (see advertisement, back page, this week). 

Result of Sale. 
REvERsIONS, RENT-CHARGES AND POLICIES. 

Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranriexp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 893) of the 
above-named Interests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C.,on Thursday last, when 
the following lots were sold at the prices named, the total amount realized being 


£21,100 :— 
ABSOLUTE REVERSION to £13,406 .., oe oo eve Sold £7,500 
TITHE RENT-CBARGES— 
Amounting to £111 188.9d._... Ses ase oe - »» £1,225 
Amonunting to £304 10s. 1d. ae see one ° coe » £3,100 
POLICIES OF ASSURANCE for £5,009... eis oe v os £1,275 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gazette.—Friway, Oct 8. 

Arrcuison, Frepericx, Mapledurham, Oxfcrd Nov8 Upton & Co, Austin Friars 
Autma-Tapema, Lady Laura Tueresa, Grove End rd, 8t John’s Wood Oct 30 Lewis & 

Lewis, Ely pl, Holborn : 
Amprosg, CoagLes Cote, Soham, Cambridge, Farmer Nov t5 Francis & Co, Cambridge 
Banks, BarTHotomew, Gedney Dyke, Lincs, Farmer Nov 19 Mossop & Mossop, 

0. 

Bex, Wi1i14m, Stoke upon Trent, Beerseller Oct 30 Holtom, Stoke upon Trent 
Brizgtey, Harxiet, Carleton, nr Poulton le Fylde, Lancs Nové Bradbury, Oldham 
Carr, Epwarp Wi..1am, Longeross, Chertsey Oct 31 Paine & Co, Chertsey 
Cartwaicur, Kate Exvizaseta, Leceister Oct 15 Bray & Price, Leicester 
Carver, Rey Atrrep James, Streatham Common Nov 12 Potter & Co, Queen 

Victoria st 


Cuapmay, Epwiy, Gordon grove, Camberwell, Grocer Nov 5 Cordwell, King’s Bench 
walk, Temple ; 

Crarke, Grorce, Bishton, Lancs, Fire Brick Manufacturer Nov 14 Bunting, 
Accrington 


Connon, Rosert Joun, Maidstone,Carpenter Nov 9 Hoar & Co, Maidstone 

Daviss, Gzorce, Edgbaston, Birmingham Nov20 Johnson & Co, Birmingham 

Davirs, James, Aberamav, Aberdare Oct 29 Thomas, Aberdare 

Denney, Exvizaseta Mary, Dalton in Furness, Licensed Victualler Noy 1 Butler & 
Sons, Dalton in Furness 

Darayyer, Fiona Craicie Tarp Fiscugs, Quebec, Canada Decl Andrew & Co, Great 
James st, Bedford row 

Duck, Esau, Malmesbury Nov 30 Keary & Co, Chippenham, Wilts 

Epwagps, ALrrep, Fernhurst, Sussex, Blacksmith Oct 30 ‘Wells, Guildford 

Fearxuey, Emma, Harrogate Nov 16 Jubb & Co, Halifax 

Faencn, Joux Tuomas Puitirs, Whitfield, Northampton, Farmer Oct 21 Blies & 
Fisher, Ban ury, Oxon 

GasxewtL, Jouy, Inskip, Lancs, Farmer Nov 8 WR & W Ascroft, Preston 

Hixpiz, Atsest Evwagp, Chorley, Lancs, Surgeon Oct 26 Hindle, Lavender gdns 
Lavender Hill 

Tsaacs, Sir Henny Aanon, Hove, Sussex Nov7 Sydney, Finsbury pyvmt 

Jacksox, Josern, Blackpool, Chemist Nov8 WR& W Ascroft, Preston 

James, Frances Catueninxs, Lowndes st Nov 20 Robinson & Son, Eastcheap 

Jongs, Emanve., Llandudno Junction, Farmer Dec 5 Loy oo Conway 

Mitis, Eveanor, West Kirby, Cheshire Oct 30 Woolcott & Co, West Kirby 

Morgis, Wriuiam Meegina, Poole, Dorset Nov 4 Dickinson & Co, Poole 

Naywor, James, Louth, Liocs, Cabinet Maker Dec 1 Allisons & Stanliland, Louth 

Nicki, Josern, Handsworth, Manufacturer Nov 30 Pointon & Evershed, Birming- 
ham 


Oaiiviz, ALexaypga, Reading, Nov 16 Stileman & Neate, Southampton st, Blooms- 
ury 8q 
Oszorxe, ~ eae Tiptoe, nr Brockenhurst, Shoemaker Nov4 Tattersall & Son, Bourne 


mow 
—— od Hewey Powe.t, Parbold, nr Southport Nov 13 Mumford & Co, 
radtor 
Paeteipcr, Watters Sauver, Tunbridge Wells, Merchant Nov 19 Ince & Co, Fen- 
epurel 
Picxeuixe, Ayyix Mania, Foggathorpe, Yorks Nov16 Shaftoe, York 
Paice, Joun Agmitacs, Walbruok, So.icitor Nov 30 Price & Sons, Walbrook 
Samvgt, Puiwir Pescivat, Harrogate Nov6é Solomon, Basinghal! st 
Saw, Joux, Sheffield, Wire Rope Manufacturer Decl Alderson & Co, Sheffield 
Simurgix, Epuusp, Bury, Consulting Engineer Oct 31 Pickstone & Jones, Radcliffe, 


Lancs 
Surru, Janes Jony, Willesden Green Nov10 Faithful & Davey, Arundel st, Strand 
Somerset, Caantes Henny, Karl of Cannicx, Bath Nov 20 Dyer t 
Seviies, cones Henry, Dawes rd, Fulham, Licensed Victualler Nov 18 HJ & T Child, 
a s BReaboh +, Ali s 
Srarvorv, Gevsce Wii114m, Thornsett Birch Vale, Derby, Licensed Victualler Nov 22 
Johnsons, 





port 
Tawrietox, Many Janz, Wisbech 8t Peter Oct 30 Southwell & Dennis, Wisbech 
aoe, ~ “yaa Maey, Sunderland rd, Forest Hill Nov1lv0 Francis & Howe, Chesham, 
ucks 
TysvALe-Lea, Josern Cuan.es, Victoria, Hongkopg Nov5 Lee & Pembertons, Lincoln’s 


inn fiel 
Wituiams, Frevericx, Junior Carlton Club, Pall Mall Nov 19 Bircham & Cv, Parlia- 


ment st 
Wrysanx, Cuanies, Lewisham Nov4 Pumfrey & Son, Paternoster row 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Fuipay, Oct. 15. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ae wt iam, Deyon, Butcher Barnstaple Pet 
12 

Butt, Josera, nn Market Gardener High Court 
Pet Sept i8 Ord Oct 12 

Buaxs, we Bp my fl Yorks, Nurseryman Leeds Pet 

Oct 

Cookson, GrorGe, ae Lancs, Coal Merchant Preston 
Pet Oct 11 Ord Oct 

Davies, Wititam &couv a Ystradgyniais, Brecon, 
Grocer Neath Pet Oct 12 Ord Oct 12 

Eaman, Saran, Scarborough Scarborough Pet Oct 12 
Ord Oct 12 


Gates, J & Co, Coventry, Agents Coventry Pet Sept 
27 -Ord Oct 9 

Guapwin, Henry Watrer, High ‘ Stratford, Essex 
High Court Pet Oct 12 Ord Oct 1 

Hatt, Artnur, Stourton, Leeds, | RES Joiner 
Leeds Pet Oct 11 Ord Oct 11 

Hatt, Louis Francis, Highbridge, Somerset. 
builder Bridgwater Pet Oct 11 Ord Oct 11 

Hopesos, Ropert, Terrington, b+ Mechanic Scar- 
borough Pet Oct 13 Ord Oct 1 

Jones, WiLtt1am Prips, Weston _ Mare, Somerset, 
Baker Bristol Pet Oct 12 Ord Oct 12 

Keype.u, Joszpu, Nuneaton, Warwick, Furniture Dealer 
Coveitry Pet Oct 11 Ord Oct 11 

Kise, Grorar, —s Baker 
Oct13 Ord Oct 


C sach- 





Scarborough Pet | 


Luwis, WALTER oe we? | acta Bristol, Grocer Bristol 


Pet t Oct 12 Ord Oct 
Masox, Henry Joun ies: Boscombe, Hants, Builder 
Poole . Oct 13 Ord Oct 8% 
Meapmorg, Extzasetu, Romford, Essex, Baker Chelms 
ford Pet Sept1 Ord Oct 4 
Hairdresser 


Nacamany, Apa, South Shore, Blackpool, 
Preston Pet Oct 11 Ord 0.t 11 

Natr, Wi1so0n, Bridliogton, Yorks, “ie Card Dealer Scar- 

borough Pet Oct 11 Ord Oct 1 


{ Narr, ber 


Payyz, Henry Tityzy, Weymouth, teuther Dorchester | 


Pet Oct 11 Ord Oct 11 

Peairr, Coartes Witiiam, Seaford, Sussex Lewes Pet 
Oct 12 Ord Oct 12 

Puiant, Grorae, em, Painter Birmingham Pet 
Oct 11 Oct 

Price, 
Pet Oct 11 Ord Oct ll 

Raymonp, Henay Frank, Leinster sq, Westbourne grove, 
Clerk’ High Court Pet Sept17 Ord Oct 13 

Ricuarpson, Tuomas, Marishes, nr Porgy Yorks, 
Farmer Scarborough Pet Oct 13 Ord Uct 1 

Row anp, Joserpa Lronarp, ae, Cycle Agent 
Southampton Pet Oct If Ord Oct 1 

Sueruerp, Josera Beenarp, berg Flint, Photographer 
Bangor Pet Oct 12 Ord Oct 

Stitt, Jony, Cleator Moor, C ~. Loy Draper White- 
haven Pet Sept 23 Ord Oct 12 


Txompson, Joun, Morecambe, Grocer Preston Pet Oct 11 | 


Ord Oct 11 
WHALLEY, Samuet, Chesterfie'd,Draper Chesterfield Pet 
Oct 13 Ord Oct 13 


ALFRED, Mountain Ash, Glam, Collier Aberdare | 


| 
Wieartns, Cuaatts, Tylorstown, Glam, Collier Pontyp~idd 


Pet Oct 13 Ord Oct 13 
Waieat, Joun Roseat, + ae Essex, Grocer Colchester 
Pet Oct 11 Ord Oct 1 


Amended Notice substituted for that sgeitatak 6 in the 
London Gazette of Uct 1 


InGLEtoy, 
Newport, Mon Pet Sept8 Ord sept 28 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED AND PETITION 
DISMISSED, 


Bewickt,I van, Albermarile st High Court Pet July 15 
Rec Ord Aug9 Resc and Dis Oct 1 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Baker, Joun Exocu, Dudley, Worcester, Commission 
Agent Oct-25at12 Dudley Arms Hotel, Dudley 
Barnzitt, Samugt, Whitehaven, Cumberland, Fruiterer 

Oct z9 at 11 Court house, Whitehaven 


Freperick Brrca, Newport, Mon, Grocer | 





—, Josern, Cromwell rd, ey Gardener Oct 25 at 
Bankru 


eee Joun, Guiseley, Yorks, a Oct 25 at 
11.39 Off Ree, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Burtier, Abert, Bulwell, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler 
—™ ll Off Ree, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Notting- 

cm James Hewperson, Southport, Fruiterer Oct 26 at 

Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

..% Ricuarp Joun, Patten rd, Wandsworth Common, 
Draper’s Agent Oct 25 at 11.30 132, York rd, West- 
minster Bridge 

Dickrxson, @ueus4, Blackpool Oct 23 at 11 Off Rec, 13, 
Winckley st, Preston 

Eaman, Saran, Scarborough Oct 26 at 3.30 Off Rec, 48, 
--- Westborough, &carborough 

Guiapwiy, Henry WatrTEr, h st, Stratford, Essex Oct 
26 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


| Gurr, James, Hailshem, Sussex, Brickmaker a 26 at 2 
C 


‘county Court Offices, Seaside rd, Eastbourn 
Hatt, Agruvr, Hunslet,” Leeds, Joiner Oct 3 at 11 Of | 
Rec, 24, Bord st, Leeds 
Hatt, Witttam Rocn, Cardiff, Fruit Merchant Oct 26 
at12 Off Rec, 117, St Mary’s st, Cardiff 
Hopason, Robeat, ‘ernington, Yorks, Mechanic Oct 26 at 
Rec, 48, Westborough, Scarborou; 


4 ugh 
| Jessop, Harney James, Thet: ord, Norfolk, Plumber Oct 
23 atl 


Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 

Jones, THomas Wituam, Swansea, Metal Merchant 
Oct 23 at 11 Off Rec, Governmert bidgs, St Mary’s st, 
Swansea 

Key, Hart, Oakenb: Kingsbridge, Devon, Farmer 
Oct 28 at 11 7, Buckland ter, Plymouth 

Lay. WiLiiaM Jonx, Reading, Butcher Oct 25 at 12.30 
Queen’s Hotel, 

Lioyp, Tuomas Lews, Ch itenh I ger Oct 23 at 
3.15 County Court bidgs, Cheltenham 

ridlington, Yorks, Post Card Dealer Oct 
26 at 2.30 Off Rec, 48, Westborough, Scarborough 

Pocock, Josera WILLIAM, Reading, Butcher Oct 25 at 
12 Queen’s Hotel, Reading 

Prircuanp, GrosaGe, "Lowestoft, Boot Seller Oct 23 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 8, Kiog st, Norwich 

Raymonp, HeneyiFaeayk, Leinster os Westbourne grove, 
Clerk Oct 25at12 Bankruptcy , Carey st 

Ricsy, James, Southport, Shrimp Me nt Oc, 27 at 11 
Off 35, Victoria st, Liverpoo! 

Row.anpb, Joseru Lrox arp, Southampton, Cycle Agent 
Oct 23 at 12 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, 
Southampton 

RownTreg, Jom Brampton, Cumberland, Draper Oct 25 
atll 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 

Sewett, WitsaM Daxter, Norwich, Boot Manufacturer 
Oct 26 at 12.30 Uff Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Sixriztp, Joun Henry, Saltley, Birmingham, Builder 
= 26 at 11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, 

3irmii 

Tipman, Cuartes Owrw, Newport, Mon, Grocer Oct 27 at 
1L Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

Waker, Witwiam, Littleport, Isle of Ely, Cambs, Farmer 
Oct 23 at 12 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridg e 

Wiraeeiver, Pair Henry, Ermiogton, fovet. Wheel- 
wright Oct 25 at 3.30 7, Buckland ter, Plymouth 

Witson, James, Sunderland, ‘Baker Oct 27’ at 3 Off Rec, 
3, Manor pl, Sunderland 

Witson, James, Fulwell, Sunderland, oan nl Agent 
Oct 27 at 2.30 Off Ree, 3, Manor pi, Sunder’ 

Yarnau, Harry, Kidderminster, Jeweller Oct ‘= s 2.15 
Lion Hotel, Kidderminster 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Attry, Dante, py Devon, Butcher Barnstaple 
Pet Oct 12 Ord Oct 12 

Asuey, Ernest Avrraep, Bootle, sane, Tobacconist Liver- 
pool Pet os Ora Oct 1 

Guiseley, Yorks, _ Sa Leeds Pet 
Oct 12 Ord Oct 12 

Cookson, Grorer, Lytham, Coal Merchant Preston Pet 
Oct 11 Ord Oct il 

Daviess, WituiaMm, Scovrrietp, Yetradgyniais, Brecon, 
Grocer Neath Pet Oct 12 Ord Oct 12 

Eaman, Saran, Scarborough Scarborough Pet Oct 12 
Ord Oct 12 


Fox. Roperr, TN a Phe ee pl, Russellsq High Court 


Pet Au 
Grapwin, Henry eng High st, Stratford, Essex High 


Court Pet Oct 12 Ord Oct 12 








| 


| —__ Heyay Tityzy, Weymouth, 





Soy, iy Saceen, Seay Leeds, Joiner Leeds Pet Oct 


ete Louis hee = Highbi > - Coachbuilder 
Bri er Pet Oct 11 Ont C Oct 1 
mi1amM Roca, Cardiff, Fruit ‘ serchant Cardiff 


Sept 16 Ord Oct 12 
‘Hopasox, Ropeert, Terrington, Yorks, Mechanic Scar- 
boro rd Oct 13 


Pet Oct 13 
House, A V, New m, Surrey, Provision Merchant 
Pet Sept 15 Ord Oct 9 
Hocues, ALBERT Tuomas, New Malden, ad Inventor 
Kingston, Surrey Pet May 18 Ord Oct 9 
Kexpe.., Joazpn, Nuneaton, Warwick, Furniture Dealer 
Coveatry Pet Oct 11 Ord Oct 11 
—_ i maaan Baker Scarborough Pet Oct 


meme i _ Bayest, Boscombe, Hants, Builder 
Poole Pet Oct 13 Ord Oct 13 é 
Nacamayx, Ava, South Shore, Blackpool, Hairdresser 
Preston Pet Oct 11 Ord Oct 11 
Nara, btn Bridi Yorks, Bet Rat Deiee Scar- 
Pet Oct 11 Ord Oct 
Over, joe een Water Farm, Duloe, Corn 
wall, Farmer Plymouth Pet Sept 20 “Ord Oct 13 
iterer Dorchester 


Hatt, 
Pet 


Oct 11 Ord Oct 11 


hear = Caartes Wi.11am, Seaford, Sussex Lewes Pet 


412 Ord Oct 12 

P.ant, Groner, Birmmgham, Painter Birmingham Pet 
Oct 11 Ord Oct 11 

Price, ALraep, Mountain Ash, Glam, Collier Aberdare 
Pet Oct1l Ord Oct 11 

Ricaarpsoy, Tuomas, Marishes, nr Pickering. Yorks, 
Farmer Scarborough Pet Oct 13 Ord Oct 13 

Riu am bmp eh Purton, Wilts, Saddler Swindon Pet Oct 


neu LAND, : ~ A Leowarp, eee, Cycle Agc nt 
Southampton Pet Uct11 Ord Oct 1 
OsePH BERNARD, — Flint, Photographer 
Bangor Pet Uct 12 Oct 3 
Tuomeson, Jonx, Morecambe, ded Preston Pet Oct 11 
Ord Oct 11 


Watkins. Arraur Nevitzs, Alton, pemenatee, Builder 
Winchester Pet Sept 25 Ord Oct 1 

Waattey, Samvust, Chesterfield, Seaper Chesterfield 
Pet Oct 18 Ord Oct 13 

Wiaains, Cuartes, Tylorstown, Glam, Collier Ponty- 
pridd Pet Oct 13 Ord Oct 13 

Weaiout, Jous Ropert, Foxearth, Essex, Grocer ee 
Pet Oct 11 Ord Oct 11 
Amended Notices substituted for those published i in 

the London Gazette of Aug 13 : 

Catvecott, Epwarap James, Bradley, staffs, Joiner 
Wolverhampton Pet Aug9 Ord Aug 9 

Masoy, James, Heath Town, nr Wolverhampton, G 
grocer’s Assistant Wolverhampton Pet Aug 10 “Ord 
Aug 10 

London Gazette,—Turspay, Oct 19. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Baasnaw, Frepeaick, Derby, * ora Accountant 
Derby Pet Oct 15 Ord Oct 1 

Baker, Atsert, Bardett rd, — Blouse Manufacturer 
High Court Pet Oct 15 Ord Oct 15 

BasracLtoves, Wittiam Epwarp, ee Warp Twister 
Bradford Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 1 

Bearos, ALFaep Grorer, Wilton, Wilts Tailor’s Assistant 
Salisbury Pet Oct 15 Ord Oct 15 

BILLEeNN Wituiam Rosert, ete, Builder Ma‘d- 
stone Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 1 

Boortayp, Joux WILLIAM, ete.  pameand and Gar- 
dener York Pet Oct 14 Ord Oct 1 

Capocct, Biagio, Bournemouth, 

° ang Poole Pet Oct 15. “Ord Oct 15 . 

ockrer, Tom, Rotherham, Yorks, Sheffie' 

Pet Oct 14 Ord Oct 14 

Copp, Joux fA ee Spa, Lines, Tailor Liccoln 
Pet Oct 15 Ord Oct 


Coox, WiLuiam oo Headington, Oxford, Farmer 
Oxford Pet Oct 14 ‘Ord Oct 14 
Diuwock, Joan Txomas, Clacton on am Pork Butcher 
E. = Po hea Solent Electrical Engineer 
AToN, Eric, ton under Lyne, 
Ashton under Lyne Pet Oct 14 Ora wet 14 
FLETCaER, ——- Witiram, Weeton super Mare, 
Cal Maker Bridgwater Pet Oct US Urd Oct 1d 
Garpygr, Rosert Doxacpsox, Chichester, Schoolwaster 
Brighton Pet Oct lé Ord Oct 16 


SuErpuHerp, 
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Garxert, Joun B, Upper st, Islington, Chemist High 
Court Pet Sept 15 Ord Oct 15 

Ginsperc, Bexsamix, Warrington, Fancy Goods Dealer 
Warrington Pet Oct 14 Ord Oct 14 

Goose, Caaagies Cueaistorurr, Dilham, Norfolk, Miller 
Norwich Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 16 

Harreison, Epwarp, Middlesbrough, Storekeeper Middles- 
brough Pet Oct 14 Ord Oct 14 

Jones, Joan Paitie, Wattsville, Cross Keys, Mon, Miner 
Newport, Mon Pet Oct16 Ord Oct 16 

Kieatitry, Witiram, Luton, House Decorator 
Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 16 

Lerupaiwer, Frepenicx, Southfields Wandsworth Pet 
Sept 17 Ord Oct 14 

Mavp, Otro Frayxcanp, Bradford, Tobacconist Bradford 
Pet Oct 14 Ord Oct 14 

Miter, Jouy, Hollinwood, Oldham, Coal Dealer Oldham 
Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 16 

Morais, Hewry, Smethwick, Staffs, Grocer West Brom- 
wich Pet Oct 15 Ord Oct 15 

Suutt, Harry, &carborough, Leather Goods Dealer Scar- 
borough Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 16 

S1tversipes, Ropert Wittiam, Malton, Yorks, Engineer 
Scarborough Pet Oct 15 Ord Oct 15 

Simrgr, GrorGe, Southampton, Tin Plate Worker South- 
ampton Pet Oct16 Ord Oct 16 

Suita, Wittiam Lapyman Wippermetox, Gt Grimsby 
Gt Grimsby Pet Oct15 Ord Oct 15 

Spires, ALExanpDER Donatpson, Walbrook, Partnership 
Agent High Court Pet Aug 23 Ord Oct 14 

Srockuam, Wittiam Fry, Skewen, Glam, Baker Neath 
Pet Oct 1 Ord Oct 15 

Story, Forses Lvaarp, Perham rd, West Kensington 
High Court Pet Oct 15 Urd Oct 15 

Sutcurre, ArtHur, Atrrep SutTciirre, and Frep Svt- 
culrre, Brooklands, Cheshire, Stonemasons Man- 
chester Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 16 

Tarvor, Ricsarp, and Ernest Trevor, Manchester, Cab 
Proprietors Manchester Pet Oct 14 Ord Oct 14 

Watker, Josern, Tivivt Dale, Stockport, Licensed Victu- 
aller Stockport Pet Oct 15 Ord Oct 15 

Warp, Ranpatu Ironsipr, Ebury st, Pimlico High Court 
Pet Aug 1g Ord Oct 14 

Wass, Wittiam Harry, Sheffield, Metallurgist Sheffield 
Pet Aug 24 Ond Oct 15 

Wutrwoatn, THomas, Low Fold Farm, Clayton, Yorks, 
Farmer Bradford Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 16 

Wi kinson, Joan, Nether Kellet, Carnforth, 
Publican High Court Pet Sept 14 Ord Oct 14 

Woorron, Exocu, North Ormesby, Yoke, Mutlin Dealer 
Middlesbrough Pet Oct 13 Ord Oct 13 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Oct 8 : 


Maat, Lovisa Dorotny, Withington, Leigh, Staffs Burton 
on Trent Pet Sept 14 Ord Oct 5 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Oct 12: 


Gruxtwae & Morton, Budge row, Builders 
Pet Sept 9 Ord Oct 8 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Atcock, Wit.1am, West Bromwich, Smallware Dealer Oct 
29 at 1130 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, 
Birmingham 

Asupy, Ernest Atrrep, Bootle, Lancs, Tobacconist Oct 
28 atll Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Baasuaw, Freperickx, Derby, Chartered Accountant Oct 
28 at 3 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Baker, Apert, Burdett rd, Bow, Blouse Manufacturer 
Oct 28 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Beaton, ALraep Georcr, Wilton, Wilts, failors’ Assistant 
Oct 28 at 12.30 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, 
Salisbu 

Booriayp, Joun Witu1am, Harrogate, Florist July 29 at 
3 Off Rec, The Rea House, Dunc mbe pl, York 

Capocci, Biagio, Bournemouth, Mineral Water Manu- 
facturer Oct 28 at 2.30 Arcade chmbrs (first floor), 
Bournemouth 

Garpyer, Rosest Dowratpson, Chichester, Schoolmaster 
Oct 28 at 10.30 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bidgs, Brighton 

Gagyetr, Joun B, Upper st, Islington, Chemist Oct 27 
at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Hatt, Lours Francis, Highbridge, Somerset, Coachbuilder 
Oct 27 at 11.30 Off Kec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

H-enison, Epwarp, Middlesbrough, Yorks, Storekeeper 
Oct 28 at 11.45 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd 
Middlesbrough 

Heapixc, EKpwarp Snitune, High 

idge, Farmer Oct 27 at 2.45 


Luton 


Lancs, 


High Court 


st, Chatteris, Cam- 
White Hart Hotel, 


Jones, WittiAM Pape, Weston super Mare, Baker Oct 
2 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Kewnpau, Joszru, Nuneaton, Warwick, Furniture Dealer 
Oct 29 at 3 Off Rec, 8, High st, Coventry 
Kina, Grorar, Scarborough, Baker Oct 28at 4 Off Ree, 
48, Westborough, Scarborough 
Leruseiver, Frepericx, Perbright rd, Southfields Oct 27 
at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 
Lewis, WALTex James, 8t Philips, Bristol, Grocer Oct 27 
at 11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Mant, Louisa Dorotny, Withington, Leigh, Staffs Oct 
27 at 11 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 
Masoy, Henry Joun Ernest, Boscombe, Hants, Builder 
Oct 28 at 2 Arcade chmbrs (first floor), Bournem outh 
Mavp, Orro Frankianp, Manningham, Bradford, Tobac- 
conist Oct 27at11 Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 
Nacumayy, Ava, South Shore, Blackpool, Hairdresser Oct 
27 at 11.30 Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, Preston 
Onmspy, Jounw Patnicx, Dover, Doctor Oct 27 at 10,30 
> Off mon. ~~, 5 mee ge 
AyNs, Henry Tityey, Weymouth, Fruiterer Oct 28 at 
12.45 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, Salisbury 
Prover, CHARLES Wittsam, Seaford, Sussex Oct 27 at 12 
Off Ree, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 
Piast, Gzorce ham, Painterg Oct 27 at 11.30 
_ Buskin chmbrs 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 
Paics, Atrrrp, Mountain Ash, Glam, Collier Oct 27 at 11 
Off Rec, Post Office chmbrs, Taff st, Pontypridd 





Ricuarpson, Txomas, Marishes, nr Pickering, Yorks, 
Farmer Oct 28 at 4.30 Off Rec, 48, Westborough, 
Scarborough 

Suepuerp, Josera Berwarp, Rhyl, Flint, Photographer 
Oct 27 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Siurer, Georar, Southampton, Tin Plate Worker Oct 27 
at1l Off Ree, Midjand Bank chmbrs, High st, South- 
ampton : 

Spiers, ALEXANDER Donatnsox, Walbrook, Partnership 
Agent Oct 27at1 Bankruptcy bldge, Carey rt 

Srrrt, Jouy, Cleator Moor, Cumberland, Draper Oct 29 at 
11 Court house, Whitehaven 

Strockuam. Witu14M Fry, Skewen, Glam, Baker Oct 27 at 
11 Off Rec, Government bldgs, St'Mary’s st, Swansea 

Srory, Forses Lucarp, Perhamrd, West Kensingion Oct 
28at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st, 

Tuompson, Joun, Morecambe, Grocer Oct 27 at 11 Off 
Ree, 13, Winckley st, Preston 

Warp, Banpaut Ironsing, Ebury st, Pimlico Oct 27 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey et . 

Wuirmarss, Epwin, Chard, Somerset, Jeweller Oct 28 at 

10, Hammet st, Taunton 

Wuynan, Ricnarp, Lancaster Oct 27 at 11.15 Off Rec, 
13, Winckley st, Preston 

Wicarns, Cuarves, Tylorstown, Glam, Collier Oct 27 at 
1130 Off Ree, Post Office chmbrs, Taff st, Ponty- 

ridd 

Wena. Joun, Nether Kellet, Carnforth, Lancs, Publi- 
ean Oct 27 at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Woorron, Evoca, Middlesbrough, Muffin Dealer Oct 28 
at 11.30 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, Middles- 
brough 

Wrreat, Jonw Rosert, Foxearth, Essex, Grocer Nov 12 
at 11 Cups Hotel, Colchester 

Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Oct. 12: 

Gruytwac & Morton, Budge row, Builders Oct 21 at 12 

Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
BacsHaw, Freperick, Derby, Chartered Accountant 
Derby Pet Oct15 On1d Oct 15 

3AKER, ALBERT, Burdett row, Bow, Blouse Manufacturer 
High Court Pet Oct 15 Ord Oct 15 

Barractoves, Witttam Epwarp, Bradford, 
Twister Bradford Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 16 

Beaton, Atrrep Grorar, Wilton, Wilts, Tailor’s Assistant 
Salisbury Pet Oct 15 Ord Oct 15 

Bittenness, Witi1am Kopert, Maidstone, Builder 

York 


Warp 


Maidstone Pet Oct16 Ord Oct 16 

BootianD, “Jonn Witi1am, Harrogate, Florist 
Pet Oct14 Ord Oct 14 

Butt, Josrru, Cromwell rd, MarketGardener High Court 
Pet Sept 18 Ord Oct 15 

Camppett, Guy Epwarp Srexcer, Lower Grosvenor pl 
High Court Pet Junell Ord Oct 12 


Caprocct, Braco, Bournemouth, Mineral Water Manu- | 


facturer Poole Pet Oct15 Ord Oct 16 

Cocker, Tom, Rotherham, Yorks, Milk Dealer Sheffield 
Pet Oct 14 Ord Oct 14 

Copp, Jonn Wrii1am, Woodhall Spa, Lincs, Tailor Lincoln 
ret Oct 15 Ord Oct 15 

Co.tneruPp, Maurice Kersey and Hexry Woops, Ports- 
mouth, Builders Portesmonth Pet Sept 22 Ord Oct 15 

Coox, Witit1am Henry, Headington, Oxford, Famer 
Oxford Pet Oct 14 Ord Oct 14 

Diumock, Joun Taomas, Clacton on Sea, Pork Butcher 
Colchester Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 16 

Eaton, Ersic, Ashton under Lyne, Electrical Engineer 
Ashton under Lyne Pet Oct 14 Ord Oct 14 

Garpyer, Rosert Donatpson, Chichester, &chool t 
Brighton Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 16 

Gavupron, Aucusts Evernr, The Alexandra Palace, Wood 
Green, Aeronaut HighCourt Pet Aug 24 Ord Oct 15 

GinsperG, Bensamin, arrington, Fancy Goods Dealer 
Warrington Pet Oct 14 Ord Oct 14 

Goosr, Cuartes Curistoparr, Dilham, Norfolk, Miller 
Norwich Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 16 

Harrison, Epwarp, Middlesbrough, Storekeeper Middles- 
brough Pet Oct14 Ord Oct 14 

Hupson, Mania, Savage gdus, Tower Hill, Wine Merchant 
High Court Pet Augi17 Ord Oct15 

Jones, Joun Paiuir, Wattsville, Cross Keys, Mon, Miner 
Newport, Mon Pet Oct16 Ord Oct 16 

Jones, Witt1amM Paripe, Weston super Mare, Baker Bris- 
tol Pet Oct 12 Ord Oct 16 

Kiexutiey, WitirAm, Luton, House Decorator Luton 
Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 16 

Mant, Louisa Dororay, Withington, Leigh, Staffs 

. tonon Trent Pet Septi4 Ord Oct 15 

Mavcp, Orro FRranxiaxD, Bradford, Tobacconist Bradford 
Pet Oct 14 Ord Oct 14 

Miuuzr, Jouy, Hollinwood Oldham, Coal Dealer Oldham 
Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 16 

MitTcHe.t, JuLtian ALAN Spencer, Carlton House, Regent 
st High Court Pet June19 Ord Oct 14 

Morris, Henry, Smethwick, Statfs, Grocer West Bromwich 
Pet Oct 15 Ord Oct 15 

Suutt, Harry, Scarborough, Leather Goods Dealer 
Scarborough Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 16 

Sirversipes, Ropsrt WittrAm, Malton, Yorks, Engineer 
Scarborough Pet Oct1s Ord Oct 15 

Surre, Witt1am Lapyman Wippekinetoy, Gt Grimsby, 
Gt Grimsby Pet Oct 15 Ord Oct 15 

Srzewart, Sypyzy West, Willesden nm High Court Pet 
Aug3 Ord Oct 14 

Srirt, Jounx, Cleator Moor, Cumberland, Draper White- 
haven Pet Sept 23 Ord Oct 15 

SuTtcuirre, ARTHUR, ALFRED SuTOLIFFE, and Frep Ser- 

ly it, WM: h oat, 








Bur- 


cLirFre, Brooklands,Cheshir 
Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 16 

Tinker, Joszpn, Birkenhead, Coal Merchant Biikenhead 
Pet Augi2 Ord Oct 15 

Trevor, Ricuarp, and Ernest Tervor, Menchester, Cab 
Proprietors Manchester Pet Oct14 Ord Oct 14 

Wa kee, Joszru, Tiviot Dale, Stockport, Licensed Victu- 
aller Stockport Pet Oct 15 Ord Oct 15 

Wurrwortz, Txomas, Low Fold Farm, Clayton, Yorks, 
Farmer Bradford Pet Oct16 Ord Oct 16 

Wootton, Exocu, North Ormesby, Yorks, Muffin Dealer 
Middlesbrovgh Pet Oct18 Ord Oct 13 











WHAT 


Celebrities Say 


about 


SANATOGEN 


Ten thousand doctors have written 
in praise of Sanatogen. 

Thirty thousand doctors through- 
out the world are known to prescribe it. 

Hundreds of thousands of people 
have been restored from conditions 
of grave illness to complete health 


by its use. 
well-known 


Among them are many 
men and women 


who 


have voluntarily testified to the debt 


they owe 
their health. 


Sanatogen in 


restoring 


A selection from their letters is 


published below. 


The Right Rev. 
the Bishop of 
Norwich 


“Mrs. Sheepshanks _ is 
taking Sanatogen regularly, 
and deriving great beneht 
from it.” 


Mr. Marshall 
Hall, K.C. 


“I think it only right to say 
that I have tried Sanatogen, 
and | believe it to be a most 


excellent food.” 


Sir Gilbert 
Parker, M.P. 


“I have used Sanatogen 
with extraordinary benefit. 
It is to my mind a true focd 
tonic, feeding the nerves, in- 
creasing the energy, an 
giving fresh vigour to the 
overworked body and mind.” 


Madame 
Sarah Grand 


The gifted Authoress : 
“Sanatogen has done every- 
thing fur me which it is said 
to be able to do for cases of 
nervous debility and exhaus- 
tion. 1 began to take it after 
nearly four years’ enforced 
idleness from extreme de- 
bility, and felt the benefit 


almcst immediately.” 


Lord Ronald 
Sutherland 
Gower 
The Sculptor and His- 


torian: “I feel it only due 
to the benefit conferred on 
my general health by Sanat- 
ogen to write and inform 
those interested in that 
wonderful medicine that in a 
couple of months’ time it has 
cured me of all gouty trouble. 


Mr. Max 
Pemberton 
The Author: “I have 


been taking Sanatogen since 
the beginning of the year, 
and would not be without it 
under any circumstances 
whatever.’ 


Mr. W. Rhodes 


The famous Cricketer: “ 
have fo Sanatogen a 
splendid tonic” 


The Rev. Father 
Bernard 
Vaughan 


“Sanatogen promises when 
you are run down to pick you 
up. It does so. 


Sir William 
Bull, M.P. 


“I have much pleasure in 
stating that 1 consider your 
preparation, Sanatogen, is of 
decided value. It performs 
that which it promises to do, 
and I have recommended it 
to several friends.” 


Mr. Hall Caine 


. phe celebrated Author : 


y experience of Danat- 


dd ogen has been that as a 


tonic nerve food it has on 
more than one occasion done 
me good, 


Mr. Henry 
Arthur Jones 


, ihe famous Dramatist : 
“Sanatogen seems to me a 
very valuable food and nerve 
tonic. have several times 
taken a course of it when I've 
been run down, and always 
with excellent results.” 


Mr. Eden 
Phillpotts 


The well-known Whiter : 
“Sanatogen appears to be of 
real value tothe brain worker, 
a useful food and tonic com- 
bined. I can give it high 
praise from personal exper- 
ience.” 


Maxwell Gray 


The Writer : “ 1 have fourd 
Sanatogen helpful in digestive 
troubles and nervous weak- 
ness. have taken it from 
time to time under medical 
advice.” 


Dr. C. W. Saleeby 


The well-known Medical 

uthor: “Sanatogen is a 
specially adapted food that 
has solved the problem of 
giving phosphorus in such a 
way thatethe nervous system 
can take hold of it.” 


Sanatogen can be obtained from all 
chemists, in tins, from 1s. 9d. to 9s. 6d. 
A beautifully illustrated pamphlet 
containing much valuable informa- 


tion will be 
those 


sent, 
mentioning 


post free, to 
this paper, on 


receipt of a postcard addressed to 
The Danetegea Company, 12, Chenies 
Street, London, W.C. 





























